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SUMMARY

PURPOSE OF PROPOSAL

Seattle City Light (SCL) has prepared is-preparing-a Strategic Resources Assessment (SRA)
to evaluate options and make recommendations for the acquisition of energy resources to
meet future demand for electricity. SEE-expeets-to-revise-the-SRA-periodically-to-aceount
for-changed-cireumstaneces-and-new-information—This environmental impact statement
(EIS) is intended to fulfill SCL’s obligations for nonproject environmental review under the
State Environmental Policy Act (WAC 197-11) and the City of Seattle’s SEPA ordinance
(SMC 25.05). At this nonproject or programmatic level, the analysis is of necessity
general in nature. Additional project- and site-specific environmental review may be
performed, as needed on specific proposals for development or acquisition of energy
resources.

regardmg the. dxscussxon of altemanve energy resoutces m Chaptets 3 and 4 and SCL has
no;reason to update or revise those chapters, so; they:are:not-included in the FEIS. - No

~ comments were received regarding the -altérnative- portfohos dxscussed in Chapters 5.and 6.
SCE: did: update its modehng of the alternative portfolios’ evaluated in the DEIS to:reflect
new assumptions concerning such variables as patural gas ‘prices and SCL’s: load forecast..
However ‘the results of the revised medeling do not change the quahtatwe nnpact ranKing
of the resource portfolios, so Chapters 5 and 6 have not been revised. and: are not Tepeated
in.the FEIS. The alternative recommendations have been revised since the DEIS to:make
them more useful, and the alternatives have been:remodeled.: Accordmg}y, Chapters 7.and
8 have. been rev1sed and are included in this’ FEIS,

Throughout this document, changes o the:text are: shd\iiii"bjf'éhﬁﬁiné (like this paragraph)
for-new information or by Tstrikesut” for. substantive:information'that has been deleted. - In
the Summary and Chapters 7 and'8; all tables andi ﬁgures regardmg the alternative
tecommendanons have been:revised to. reﬂect the revised: alternatives. < The original
versions from the DEIS are not repeated in this document

SCL intends that this EIS will remain valid the next several years. - for-several-iterations—of
the-SRA-—precess—Changes in the alternatives to ‘be considered or the likely significant
environmental impacts would be addressed by supplements or addenda to this EIS, as
appropnate

OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES

This FEIS describes and analyzes three sets of alternatives: 1) individual energy
resource types, 2) long-term resource portfolios, and 3) near-term SRA recommendations.

Seattle City Light : .81 FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment



Alternative Resource Types

The analysis of environmental impacts of individual energy resources is the foundation of
subsequent analysis of alternative portfolios and SRA recommendations. Eleven alternative
energy resource types have been identified as most likely to be considered for acquisition by
SCL. They include: 1) conservation, 2) system efficiency measures, 3) small hydropower,
4) geothermal, 5) wind, 6) coal-fired resources, 7) combustion turbines, 8) cogeneration, 9)
fuel cells, 10) fuel switching and 11) interruptible load. These resource types are described
~in Section 3.0 and their environmental impacts analyzed in Section 4.0. Transmission is
discussed as well, since new or expanded transmission facilities may be required to deliver
electricity from new generating resources.

Alternative Resource Portfolios

Seven long-term alternative resource portfolios are analyzed to highlight the environmental
consequences of emphasizing particular policy goals or resource planning issues in resource
acquisition decisions. Existing resource criteria established by city council policy include
resource priority (with conservation having the highest priority), supply and cost certainty,
cost effectiveness, environmental responsibility, and planning flexibility. The two issues
considered in the development of the portfolios include concerns about the reliability and
competitiveness of BPA as an electricity supplier and concerns about keeping SCL’s rates as
low as possible in the face of increased competition in the electric utility industry.

With these policy criteria and issues in mind, the following resource portfolios were
developed for analysis: 1) No Action portfolio (or energy spet-market reliance), 2) Status
Quo portfolio, 3) Natural Gas Emphasis portfolio, 4) Less Environmental Impact portfolio,
- 5) Resource Diversity portfolio, 6) Firm Energy Purchase Emphasis portfolio, and 7)
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) Independence portfolio.

The portfolios were constructed to meet the anticipated need for resources in the year 2000
and 2010, assuming SCL’s high case forecast of load growth and expected declines in the
capability of SCL’s existing resources, primarily through the expiration of long-term power
sales contracts. All of the portfolios, except the Status Quo portfolio and BPA
Independence portfolio, assume that SCL has rights to purchase power from BPA at
approximately the level of its 1994 entitlement (220 aMW). In addition, all of the
portfolios except the No Action portfolio assume that the utility acquires the services of an
85 MW dispatchable gas-fired resources (possibly by contract) in order to increase the
amount of surplus or nonfirm hydropower that can be relied on to meet customer demand.
The seven portfolios are described briefly below.

FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment S-2 Seattle City Light



No Action portfolio—Under the No Action portfolio alternative (required under SEPA),

SCL would take no action to acquire new firm energy resources. Rather, it would rely

exclusively on qpergy” spet market purchases to meet the need for new resources.

Status Quo portfolio—In this alternative, SCL would rely on a combination of its planned
~ levels of conservation acquisition from the 1993 Conservation Irnplementauon Plan and

increased purchases from BPA.

Natural Gas Emphasis portfolio—Under this alternative, all resource needs would be met
with natural gas-fired resources, including simple- and combined-cycle combustion turbines,
cogeneration and fuel cells. Given existing forecasts of resource and fuel costs, this
portfolio appears most likely to result in the lowest increase in rates of any of the
alternative portfolios.

Less Environmental Impact portfolio—This alternative emphasizes the reduction of
environmental impacts, particularly air emissions, and would rely on a combination of
planned conservation levels, wind. geothermal, cogeneration and fuel cell resources.

Resource Diversity portfolio—This alternative stresses diversity of supply and would
include conservation, natural gas-fired resources (combustion turbines, cogeneration and
fuel cells), and wind and geothermal resources. - :

Firm Energy Purchase Emphasis portfolio—This portfolio highlights the future likelihood
that energy suppliers would not be able or willing to disclose the specific source of
electricity provided under firm energy purchase contracts. The environmental impacts of
such contract resources will be inherently uncertain.

BPA Independence portfolio—Under this alternative, SCL would reduce its entitlement to
purchase power from BPA to minimal levels and substitute a combination of conservation,
natural gas-fired resources, and firm purchases.

The analysis of the alternative portfolios relies on a number of key assumptions. Consistent
with the high case load growth used to anticipate the maximum likely range of
environmental impacts, low-case fossil fuel prices and high-case economic and demographic
growth assumptions are used. SCL is assumed to continue to own its existing generating

rev1sed to read “energy market and market purchases respecnvely In the DEIS
glossary, the term . “spot purchases™ was defined as’ “short-term power purchases (typically
for a-few hours to a few days) arranged with short notice {from a few hours to a day)”
‘ (DEIS, p. 9-6). The term “spot market” more -correctly refers only to those transactions
made with the shortest notice. The term “energy market” is more appropriate for the
. meaning intended in the FEIS, encompassing the DEIS definition for “spot purchases” as
well as purchases of longer duration {(up to a year) and with greater notice.

Seattle City Light : S-3 FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment



resources such as the Boundary and Skagit hydroelectric projects and its eight percent share
of the Centralia coal-fired steam plant. The capability of SCL’s existing resources is
assumed to be constant for all portfolios in a particular year, and the capability of SCL’s
hydroelectric resources assumes the National Marine Fisheries Service’s 1995 Biological
Opinion, which affects regional river flows and hydroelectric plant operations.

Alternative SRA Recommendations

The Brafi-Strategic Resources Assessment focuses on four near-term resource acquisition
issues: 1) the desired level of continued conservation acquisition, 2) the desired level of
reliance on BPA for power purchases, 3) the desirability of the acquisition of a gas-fired
dispatchable resource or its equivalent, 4) and the consideration of environmemax
externalities in resource acquisition decisions. iLh:
evaluated in isolation. Then four alternative sets of recommendatxons are analyzed. The
four.alternatives were created by comblmng a high and low levei of bcth conservation
acqu151t10n and BPA entltlement -8 e EFE AGSa ey ‘ B5-HGE

- For the FEIS, Alternatives C and D no fonger include a contract for a- dlspatchabie
resource: Also, a preferred alternative has been added,’ aieng with:two: variations' which
include 20 aMW of energy from a combined-cycle combustion turbine and: sunp}eucycle
combustion turbine respectively.

In:the-DEIS, .the conservation assumptions for Alternatives:A and.C were termed “100% .of
current planned levels” and those for B and D were referred;to as.“60% of current planned
levels.™ For the FEIS, the same assumptions were used. for: Ahemanves AandC, but they
are now referred 1o as “1992 Conservation Implementation: Plan. ” . The; assumptions for
‘Alternatives B and D have been revised to reflect the: 1996 Bnergy Management Services
Plan and include slightly higher levels.of conservation {20:; aMW rather than: 19 aMW from
1996 through 1998) than were assumed in the DEIS.

The feur-alternative sets of recommendations are summarized in Table §-1.

The QUantitative analysis of the feur-SRA recommendation alternatives focused on the year
1998. Similar assumptions were used as were-used for the alternative portfolios, with the
significant exception that the base case load forecast, rather then the high case, was
assumed.

FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment S-4 Seattle City Light



Table- S-I. Resaurces ‘Assumed, for Altermmve SRA Recommenéanons, Year 1998

Al ve SR, stpatchable
Reécommendation Conservation Resources
A 1992 Conservation None
Impi¢mentation’ Plaf
B 1994 None
N Servxces Plan* entitlement (220°'aMW)
C 1992 Conservation 50%: of 1904 entilement None
) Implementation Plan¥ -~ (I
D . 1996 Energy. Management 50% 11994 entitiement None
' Services Plan" (0. aMwW)y S
Preferred 1996 Energy Management 1996 Contract . None
_ Services Plan¥ Amendment ‘ o
{195 aMW }
~Variation 1 Same Same 20.aMW
. vauat; Same ceers
- - Variation 2 Same Same 20 aMW
' " SCCT®

- 1/ Alternative recommendations represent combinations of conservation acquisition. level,
BPA purchase level, and dispatchable resources {combustxon turbines}. | Energy market
purchases are- also- assumed to be available for each alternative to meet demand or
displace resources such as BPA. or. Centraha power. p!ant

2/ ;Maximum. purchase;: BPA energy. canbe displaced by: surplus hydropower Or energy
" market purchases.

3/. Assumes. approximately 9 aMW from: 1997 through 2000.

4/:Assumes approximately 6 aMW from 1997 through 2000.

5¢ CCCT.= combined-cycle combustion turbine.

6/ SCCT.= simple-cycle combustwn turbme

ffff
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Preferred Alternative

Based on developmients since the publication of the:DEIS, - the-recommendations-found-in-the
Dmﬁ-—S{-safeae-Reseiﬁees—Assesaﬂeﬁi—SCL’s current preferred alternative is—eiesesi—ze

¢  Environmental externalities: continue to consider inelude-externalities when making
resource acquisition decisions.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

During scoping for this EIS, SCL identified the following environmental elements as having
potentially significant adverse environmental impacts from SCL’s future acquisition of
energy resources to serve customer demand: 1) air quality, 2) surface and groundwater, 3)
soils and geology, 4) plants and animals, 5) land use, 6) employment, 7) aesthetics and
recreation, 8) environmental health (including nozse) 9) cultural and historic resources, and
10) energy resources.

Alternative Resource Types

Figure S-1 provides a graphical summary of the relative environmental impacts of each of
the alternative resource types. Four impact ranking categories were used to describe the
relative magnitude of impacts between resource types: 1) high, 2) high-moderate, 3)
moderate and 4) low.

Summary of Potential Mitigation Measures

A discussion of potential mitigation is appropriate for alternative resource types, rather than
alternative portfolios or SRA recommendations. A minor exception to this is the issue of

FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment . S-6 Seattle City Light
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environmental dispatch, which is discussed in Section 6.3 as possible mitigation at the
portfoho level. Potennal mitigation measures for alternative resource types are summarized

below.

Conservation:

Safe asbestos removal

CFC recycling

Indoor air monitoring

Ventilation

Hazardous waste disposal at approved sites
Avoid historically significant features

® ® 8@ © o o

System efficiency measures 1

¢  Disposal of PCBs from electrical eqmpmcnt at approved sites

® Best Management Practices (BMP) for erosion control

®  Surveys and avoidance of threatened and endangered species and sensitive habitat

{Gorge Tunnel)

Small hydropower

Water temperature and nutrient momtormg

Adjust flows to maintain water quality

BMP for erosion control

Avoid Northwest Power Planning Council protected areas

Surveys and avoidance of threatened and endangered species and sensitive habatat
Siting to minimize land use impact :
Recreation enhancement

Landscaping and site design

Noise abatement

Surveys and avoidance of cultural and historic sites

$ & © & ® © & e @ ¢

Geothermal

Sulfur recovery from hydrogen sulﬁde emissions

Air emission controls

Wastewater treatment

Water recycling and reinjection

BMP for erosion control

Spill prevention/cleanup plan |
Surveys and avoidance of threatened and endangered species and sensitive habltat
Siting to minimize land use, aesthetic and recreation impacts

Slant drilling

Landscaping and site de51gn

Noise abatement _

Surveys and avoidance of cultural and historic sites

e © @ ¢ @ @ @ & & © ©® e
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BMP for erosion control

Surveys and avoidance of threatened and endangered species and sensitive habitat
Avoid bird migration corridors

Siting to minimize land use impact

Landscaping and site design

Limit height

Surveys and avoidance of cultural and historic sites

O......ﬁ
. 5.
[«

Coal-fired resources (pulverized and IGCC)
. Implement Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and/or Lowest Achievable
Emission Rate (LAER) techniques to control air emissions
Wastewater treatment/cooling
BMP for erosion control
Ash/solid waste disposal at approved sites
Surveys and avoidance of threatened and endangered species and sensitive habitat
Siting to minimize land use impact ‘
Landscaping and site design
Noise abatement
Surveys and avoidance of cultural and historic sites

Combustion turbines

. implement Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and/or Lowest Achievable
Emission Rate (LAER) techniques to control air emissions

Wastewater treatment/cooling

Spill prevention/cleanup plan

BMP for erosion control

Gas pipeline siting/wildlife crossings

Siting to minimize land use impact

Noise abatement

Surveys and avoidance of cultural and historic sites

e o o . ® 0o o o

Cogeneration

e  Implement Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and/or Lowest Achievable
Emission Rate (LAER) techniques to control air emissions '

Wastewater treatment/cooling

Spill prevention/cleanup plan

BMP for erosion control

Gas pipeline 51t1n°/wxldhfe crossmes

Noise abatement

Surveys and avoidance of cultural and historic sites

e o o o'0 o

Fuel cells

. Implement Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and/or Lowest Achievable
Emission Rate (LAER) techniques to controi air emissions

° Wastewater treatment/cooling

Seattle City Light S-8 FEIS, Strategic Resources.Assessment



Gas pipeline siting
¢ Noise abatement
e Proper disposal of spent fuel cells

Fuel switching (expansion of gas lines)
® BMP for erosion control
® Use existing utility corridors

Interruptible load contracts
o None

New or expanded transmission

e Site generation facilities close to load centers or existing transmission rlghts of way to
reduce the need for new transmission facilities

BMP for erosion conirol

Avoid or reduce the use of herbicides and employ nonchemical right of way
maintenance methods

Install spill containment around oil-containing electrical equipment

Site transmission facilities 10 avoid or reduce visual impacts

Surveys and avoidance of cultural and historic sites

@

&

@

Unavoidable Significant Adverse Environmental Impacts

There are no unavoidable significant adverse impacts associated with conservation, system
efficiency measures. and interruptible load contracts.

Following is a discussion of unavoidable adverse impacts common to certain categories of
generation resource types. Whether or not these unavoidable impacts are significant will
vary by project and depend in part on where the facility is located and the mitigation that is
applied.

All new generation facilities are likely to have the following unavoidable potemtial adverse
environmental impacts.

Displacement of alternative land uses

¢  Temporary soil disturbance

e Increased need for transmission faczlzues and associated impacts (except where built
next to existing facilities with adequate capacity)

Fossil-fueled generation facilities, both new and existing, will have the following
unavoidable potential adverse environmental impacts. (Geothermal resources share all of
the potential impaczs except consumption of fossil fuels.)

e Emissions of air pollutants
Emission of carbon dioxide and possible. contnbuuon 10 global climate change
® Consumption of water for cooling and other purposes

FEIS. Strategic Resources Assessment S-10 Seattle City Light



e  Discharge of waste heat to the environment
¢  Consumption of fossil fuels

For resource types such as wind and geothermal, whose siting is restricted by the
availability of the primary energy source (sufficient average wind speeds and geothermal
reservoirs, respectively), there is a greater possibility of the following unavoidable adverse

impacts.

. Permanent loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat
. Visual, aesthetic, or recreation impacts

Alternative Resource Portfolios

Figure S-2 compares the estimated impact magnitude for each of the alternative portfolios
using a similar set of categories as those used to rank the impacts of alternative energy
resource types. For those environmental elements whose ranking is based in part on
quantified estimates of impacts or environmental measures (air quality, surface and
groundwater, soils and geology, land use, and energy resources), uncertainty exists
regarding the various assumptions used in SCL’s modeling of electricity generation patterns.

Alternative SRA Recommendations

The following discussion summarizes the likely environmental consequences of each of the
four near-term issues being-addressed in the DPraft-Strategic Resources Assessment. The
relative environmental impacts of each of the feur-SRA Recommendation Alternatives is

then summarized in Figure S-3. As with the analysis of the alternative portfolios, for those -
environmental elements whose ranking is based in part on quantified estimates of impacts or
environmental measures, uncertainty exists regarding the various assumptions used in SCL’s
modeling of electricity generation patterns.

Conservation Acquisition

Reducing SCL’s level of conservation from previously planned levels is likely to result in
an increase in the electricity produced by fossil-fueled generating plants and a corresponding
increase in their operational environmental impacts. These include emissions of air
pollutants such as nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, and particulates; emissions of carbon
dioxide, a greenhouse gas contributing to the potential for global climate change; water
consumption and the discharge of wastewater and waste heat into the environment; and
increased consumption of fossil fuels and corresponding fuel extraction and transportation
impacts.

Level of BPA Power Purchases

increases or decreases in SCL’s BPA purchase levels are likely to
cause corresponding increases or decreases, respectively, of fossil-fueled generation serving

Seattle City Light S-11 FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment
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' spet-market in the Pacific Northwest or western U.S, either directly or
mdlrectly This effect could occur directly because BPA had to increase its spet-market
purchases to meet SCL’s demand, or indirectly because BPA would have otherwise sold the
foregone power and as a result displaced a fossil fuel resource operating on the margin.

The source of spet-market generation is uncertain but could be either coal- or natural
gas-fired plants, depending on what resources are operating on the margin. (To the extent
that mcreased spet-market purchases occurred at a time when water would have otherwxse

' : aeity then there would be no corresponding increase in the
operatlon of fossﬂ-fuel plants) Therefore, if SCL were to decrease its existing BPA
purchase levels, the net environmental impact would depend on how the source of
replacement power compared to an uncertain mix of existing fossil-fuel plants, including
both coal and natural gas.

If the replacement power were provided by a firm contract for an existing natural gas-fired
resource such as a combustion turbine, overall impacts would likely be lower than continued
BPA purchases because of the avoidance of coal-fired generation. (However, this
difference would be lessened to the extent the contracted resource would otherwise have
been used to sell to the spot-market.) If SCL were to construct or contract for the
output of a new natural g d combustion turbine, there would be additional
construction-related impacts but the operational impacts, particularly air emissions, would

Be expected to be even lower because of higher efficiencies and more stringent emission
control requirements. If SCL were to rely on increased spet-market purchases to replace
existing levels of BPA purchases there likely would be little or 10 net effect on the

Gas-Fired Dispatchable Resource

: main-reason§ SCL would contract for the services of a gas-fired dispatchable
Tesource (such as a simple-cycle combustion turbine) is as a backup
resource so that SC use of its own nonfirm hydropower production to
reliably serve its own load. Under the concept of "firming nonfirm," SCL could declare a
portion of its nonfirm hydropower as firm if it has another resource available to substitute
for the hydropower during low water conditions.

Ii of contracting for the services of a dispatchable
resource, likely a simple-cycle combustion turbine, are expected to be
miner-and-result from primary factors: (1) the shift in disposition in SCL’s nonfirm
hydropower, and (2) the expected operation of the dispatchable resource compared to the

resource(s) that would have operated otherwise.

The potential envi

FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment S-14 Seattle City Light



,,,,

The shift in SCL’s nonfirm hydropower is expected to result in little change in resource
operations and associated environmental impacts. Rather than selling its nonfirm
hydropower and displacing others’ marginal fossil fuel resources, SCL would use the
nonfirm to serve its own load and likely reduce its purchases from BPA and the energy:
spet-market, which would be expected to result in very similar patterns of resource
dlsplacement and little net change in environmental impacts.

Regdrding the operation of the dispatchable resource, there could be a net decrease in fossil-
fuel generation and associated impacts under two circumstances. The first is if SCL’s
contract and the operation of the dispatchable resource, assumed-to-be-a-simple-cyele-
eombustion-turbine—resulted in a net decrease in less-efficient,” more" potluting: gas-fired
genération’ or-incoal-fired generation. This would eeuld-occur if SCL relied on power
from the dxspatchable resource mstead of: market putchases' wheﬂ-ethefs-wetﬂd—have

other circumstance is if SCL contracted for the development of a new dlspatchable resource,

~which would be more efficient and would have to meet more stringent pollution control

requirements than existing plants.
Environmental Externalities

Environmental externalities refer to the societal costs of environmental impacts which are
not borne by the producers of a product and therefore not reflected in its price. SCL has
recommended a set of externality cost adders for use in resource planning (SCL, 199%4c;
SCL, 1996). Their inclusion in the economic evaluation of resource options allows for the
consideration of a societal perspective when determining the relative cost-effectiveness of
alternative resources. :

The potential environmental impacts of including externalities in resource decisions arise
from their effect on the outcome of the other three policy issues discussed above. In this
context, their effect is to favor would-be-limited-primarily-to-favering-higher levels of
conservation and therefore reduce redueing-the impacts associated with construction and
operation of generating resources. Conservation is assumed to have an externality cost of
zero, consistent with its having the fewest impacts of any alternative resource type.

With. regard to the issues of BPA 'purchase ievels and’ contraetmg foria:c dlSpatchable
resource; the conmderatwn of externalities is Itkeiy to favor a dtspatchable resource contract
over’ ‘BPA purchases or market purchases because of the potenttal 0 dlsplace coal-fired
generatton
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1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 STRATEGIC RESOURCES ASSESSMENT
Seattle City Light (SCL) Hds préparéd a is-in-the-proecess-of s

Strategic Resources Assessment (SRA) to evaluate options for supplying its customers’
demand for electricity. It is expected that SCL will update this plan periodically to reflect
changing conditions. SCL’s resource planning process evaluates electricity resources, both
generation and conservation, at a generic level, rather than on a project-specific basis.

d is-feensing-on four specific

policy issues of immediate interest to the utility and c1ty decisxon-makers

. The level of continued conservation acquisition in the face of reduced external
funding;
. The level of reliance on the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) for a

portion of SCL’s firm resources;
e  Whether SCL should acquire a dispatchable gas-fired resource or its contractual

equivalent; and
. Consideration of environmental externalities in resource acquisition decisions.

These issues are described in greater detail m Section 7.0 under the discussion of alternative
recommendations.

SCL intends that this environmental impact statement (EIS) will remain valid for multiple
resource planning cycles. Under this approach, environmental review of new issues or

‘recommendations addressed in subsequent Strategic Resource Assessments will be carried

out through supplements or addenda to this EIS, as appropriate.

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF EIS

This EIS is organized to reflect three levels of analysis:
Alternative energy resource types;

Alternative long-term resource portfolios; and
. Alternative near-term recommendations.

Each of these levels of analysis is dealt with under a pair of chapters, the first describing

the alternatives to be evaluated and the second evaluating their environmental impacts.

As. explained below, no revisions were required to the:DEIS! diséussion of alternative
energy resources in Chapters'3 and 4 and alternative !ong-term resource portfolios in
Chapters 5 and 6, so those chapters are not mcluded in the FEIS.

Seattle City Light 1-1 FEIS, Strategic-Resources Assessment



The individual resource types include those conservation and generation technologies which
are being considered by SCL in its resource planning process. Additionally, resource types
that have been screened from further consideration, and are not considered in detail in this

The alternative resource portfolios represent combinations of resources which together meet
SCL’s need for resources resulting from the high case forecast of load growth (see DEIS:
Table 5-1) and known loss of existing resource capability, primarily from the expiration of
existing long-term power contracts. The portfolios have been constructed to highlight or
reflect the existing city council policy regarding resource acquisition, the fundamental
tradeoffs inherent in resource planning decisions, and particularly significant issues facing
the utility. The analysis of the alternative portfolios is intended to highlight the long-term
impacts of a range of plausible strategies the utility could pursue over the next 15 years.
The high case load forecast was used to anticipate the maximum likely magnitude of

env1ronmemal impacts.

near-term recommendations that could result from the Strategxc Resources Assessment that

Has ‘been’ prepared:: eﬁﬁenﬂyhbeiwepafeé—’l’he alternatives have been structured (o
reflect plausibie combinations of responses to the primary policy issues that the Strategic

Resources Assessment addressed is-adde

is- not mcluded m the FEIS Oniy rainor, comments 'Were recel
of: alternatxve energy resaumes m Chapters 3 and 4 and SCE
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1.3 SEATTLE CITY LIGHT LOADS AND RESOURCES

Section 1.3 remains as presented in the DEIS. |

Seattle City Light . 1-3 FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment
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2.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Section 2.1 through 2.8 and Section 2.10 remain as presented in the DEIS.
Section 2.9 is revised as follows:

Cultural

.

) ' resources are 1mportant in human history and are defined at the national,
state, or local level. Cultural and; historical: resources that could be affected by the

construction and/or operation of electric generation plants are located throughout the study
area (BP, 1993).
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- 3.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE ENERGY RESOURCES

Chapter 3.0 remains as presented in the DEIS.

‘Seatﬂe City Light ’ 3-1 . FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF AND MITIGATION FOR
ALTERNATIVE ENERGY RESOURCES

Chapteér 4.0 remains as presented in the DEIS.
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5.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE PORTFOLIOS

Chapter 5.0 remains as presenied in the DEIS.
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION FOR
ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE PORTFOLIOS

Chapter 6.0 remains as presented in the DEIS.

,,,,,,
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7.0 ALT ERNATIVE NEAR-TERM SRA RECOMMENDATIONS

DEIS form the foundation of analysis for the subsequent

The previous four chapters ¢

two chapters in this EIS. These previous chapters described alternative energy resources,
seven portfolios of energy resources, and the environmental effects of these alternatives
over the long-term planning horizon. The alternative energy resources described were those
identified by SCL as being considered for future acquisition. The portfolios of individual
resources represent alternative policy choices that would guide SCL’s acquisition of
mdmdual energy resources in the future. As a reminder, the portfolios mcluded No

contrac améndment- The specxﬁc courses of acnon are ei}aluated in detail in SCL’s Draft
Strateglc Resources Assessment (1996). None of these alternatives directly corresponds to
any of the resource portfolios described earlier, but they are similar in that they are made

up of several types of energy resources that could be acquired to meet the anticipated

energy demand. As such, they represent a likely range of alternative choices avallable to
SCL to alter its current portfolio of acquired energy resources in the near term.

7.1 STRATEGIC RESOURCES ASSESSMENT POLICY CHOICES

SCL’s eurrent-Strategic Resources Assessment (SRA) process focused is—feeusing-on four
specific policy issues of immediate interest to the utility and city decision-makers:

Level of continued conservation acquisition;

Level of reliance on the Bonneville Power Administration;

Acquisition of a dispatchable resource or its contractual equivalent; and
Consideration of environmental externalities in resource acquisition decisions.

Each of these issues is discussed briefly below, followed by a summary of the feur
alternative sets of recommendations. The feus-alternatives whieh-represent combinations of
recommendations for three of the four policy issues. are-intended-to-bracket-the-tilcely
outcome-of-the-final- SRA—recommendations—The environmental analysis found in the
following chapter focuses on the year 1998 to represent the near-term environmental
impacts of the recommendations.

7.1.1 Conservation Acquisition

In. August "1996 the City Councii’ endorsed. the Energy Management Services Plan, which

presents the direction of SCL’s conservation and energy. efficiency prograims “and services
over the period 1997 10 2002.- The plan represents a slowing of the. pace’ of conservation

Seattle City Light 7-1 FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment



: (GLP9~In accordance thh the recormnendat ons from the 1992 Energy Resources Strategy
(SCL, 1992), the CIP gafled eatis-for SCL to conserve about 100 aMW of energy through
2003, enough conservation to serve the utility’s projected load growth over that same

assumptions was the continued availability of conservation

e, Batil-recently—BPA funded approximately two-thirds of

funding from BPA. ¢
~ the cost of SCL’s con

Significant changes in several areas have-led SCL to reassess its conservation goals. The
most important is BPA’s decision to cease conservation funding to utilities, including SCL,
beginning October 1, 1995. In addition, natural gas prices have dropped significantly over
the last several years. As a result, the avoided cost of power has declined and with it the
projected value of conservation savings.

ana1y51s assumes that SCL wa noionger be able to rely on BPA to meet xts ioad growth
and to provxde its load/resource balance as BPA was'has—beeﬂ—obhgated to do under SCL’s

FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment 7-2 Seattle City Light



The alternative recommendations consider two levels of future energy purchasés from BPA:

] SCL’s 1994 entitlement from BPA, approximately 220 aMW; and
] Half that amount, or 110 aMW.

7.1.3 Gas-Fired Dispatchable Resource

Dispatchable resources, including cornbusuon turbmes and fuel cells, are those that can be
turned on and off on short notxce—éme%&émg—eembusﬁeﬂ—wfbmes—aﬂd—fue}-e&}s) Fuel cells,
however, are not expected to be commercially available or cost-effective in the next several
years. In its 1990 Strategic Corporate Plan (SCL, 1990) and the 1992 Energy Resources
Strategy (SCL, 1992), SCL recommended acquiring the services of a combustion turbine to
complement its hydroelectric resource base. Fo-daterthere-has-been-no-final-decision-on
whether-SCl-should-proceed-to-aequire-such-serviees—In July 1995, SCL issued a final
environmental impact statement addressing the impacts' of building and where to site a
combustion turbine and the option of contracting for the output of a combusnon turbine to
provxde eq 1valent services (SCL 1995a) S - L -

A dispatchable resource is attractive to SCL because it would fit well with its hydroelectric-
~ dominated system. Hydroelectric resources, particularly run-of-river ones such as SCL’s
Boundary project, are highly variable in their output. Dispatchable resources could be
operated to compensate for this variability, thus allowing for more of the hydroelectric
project’s output to be considered firm. This concept is called firming of nonﬁrm energy.
A dispatchable resource could also supplement increased reliance on the
~ market, as well as provide capacity to help meet peak loads. Dispatchable resources such
as combustion turbines have low fixed costs compared to baseload resources, an important
consideration for resources that in some years may run very little or not at all.

SCL could acquire a dispatchable resource by either building and owning the resource or by
contracting with another party for the equivalent services. A contract could be for the
output of a particular dispatchable resource, or the source of the power may not be known,
such as from a system sale.. This analysis assumes the services of a dispatchable resource
would be acquxred throucvh a contract and that the ulnmate source of the power would be .
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7.1.4 Environmental Externalities in Resource Acquisition

Environmental externalities refer to the societal costs of environmental impacts that are not
borne by the producers of a product and therefore are not reflected in the product’s price.
SCL has incorporated a set of externality costs for use in resource planning (SCL, 199%4c).
Their inclusion in the economic eva}uatxon of resource options allows consideration of a
societal perspective.

Environmental externalities were not used explicitly in developing the alternative sets of
SRA recommendations analyzed in Section 8.0. However, their inclusion in resource
acquisition decisions are likely to favor higher levels of conservation acquisition, as
conservarion has the lowest environmental externality costs of any alternative resource.

7.2 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE SRA RECOMMENDATIONS

The-fellowing-Table 7:1 presents the feur-alternative sets of recommendations analyzed in

this FEL! draft-EIS—As described above, the-Alternatives were constructed

by combmmg each of the two alternative recommendanons for the conservauon and BPA
rehance 1ssues mto four possxble combmatmns A-desirable tis-oi-dispatehable

6 BES-08 3 S0 BERE &

3 A—H5HHE erated-Flapning-Medek The altemanves Eabeﬂed as A through
D are presented in order of increasing need for additional resources. The need for
additional resources is created by both the base case forecasted load growth and the

- reductions in conseérvation levels or BPA entitlement assumed in the alternatives. The base
case forecast was used for analysis of the alternative recommendations because it is
--expected that the actual resource decisions arising from the SRA will rely on the base case
forecast. There is a relanvely small risk of it being sxgmficantly wrong in the near-term.

FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment 7-4 Seattle City Light



Same as Preferred

Same s Preferred
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7.3 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

-y

to each of the four policy issues:

® Conservation acquisition'

® E
making resource decisions.
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- 8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL:I.MPACTS OF AND MITIGATION FOR
ALTERNATIVE SRA RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH SRA ISSUES

The following section discusses the potential changes in generation patterns and resulting
environmental impacts associated with each of the four SRA issue areas in isolation. It is
followed by an analysis of the impacts of the feur-SRA recommendation alternatives, which
integrate the four issues into alternative sets of recommendations SCL might consider.

" 8.1.1 Conservation Acquisition

" Reducing SCL’s level of conservation from previously planned levels is likely to result in

an increase. in the electricity produced by fossil-fueled generating plants and a corresponding
increase in their operational environmental impacts. These include emissions of air
pollutants such as nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, and particulates; emissions of carbon
dioxide, a greenhouse gas contributing to the potential for global climate change; water
consumption and the discharge of wastewater and waste heat into the environment; and
increased consumption of fossil fuels and correspondmg fuel extraction and transportatlon

impacts.

The fossil-fueled generating plants that would be expected to run more to make up for lower
conservation savings could include SCL’s share of the Centralia coal plant and existing
coal- and natural gas-fired plants in the Northwest and western U.S. SCL could enter into
a firm contract for the necessary power, in which case the relative impacts would depend on
the type of resource supplying the power. If SCL were to construct or contract for the
output of a new natural gas-fired combustion turbine, there would be additional
construction-related impacts but the operational impacts, particularly air emissions, would
expected to be lower than existing generating plants because of higher efficiencies and more
stringent emission control requirements associated with new generating plants. If SCL were
to rely on increased spet-market purchases to replace conservation, there would be
considerable uncertainty regarding the ultimate source of power and its associated impacts,
although it would be expected to be from exxstmg coal and, gas-fired generating plants The
amount Centralia 3ould be was-used would ue to depend on its operating cost in
relation to alternative sources including the g :_spee-market and BPA.

8.1.2 Level of BPA Pdwer Purchases

The environmental impécts of différin‘g levels of BPA purchases depend in large part on the
source of power that SCL would rely on in place of BPA. BPA obtains the power it sells

_to its preference public power customers, such as SCL, from a variety of sources, but the

great majority comes from the federal hydroelectric system on the Columbia River system.
However, wuhm the context of the reelonal and west coast power system in which BPA and

system mcludmg purchases from BPA

Seattle City Light . 81 FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment



‘Until-recently—it appeared likely that new demand placed on BPA by

L would be met by BPA contracting for the output of new combined-
cycle combustion turbines. However, BPA’s reeent-loss of direct service industry and
public utility load and its decision to cancel its contract for the output of the Tenaska II
combustion turbine project call this assumption into question. Instead, it appears that BPA
is planning to rely on seasonal spet-market purchases to supplement its existing resources.

As a result, increases or decreases in SCL’s BPA purchase levels are likely to cause
corresponding increases or decreases, respectively, of fossil-fueled generation serving the
8y spet-market in the Pacific Northwest or western U.S, either directly or indirectly.
This effect could occur directly if BPA must increase its spet-market purchases 1o meet
SCL’s demand, or indirectly if BPA would otherwise sell the power purchased by SCL and
as a result displace fossil fuel resources operating on the margin. The source of spet
market generation is uncertain but could be either coal- or natural gas-fired plants,
depending on what resources are operating on the margin. (To the extent that increased
spet-market purchases occur at a time when water would otherwise be spilled past
‘hydroelectric generators because water flows exceed generation capacity, then there would
be no corresponding increase in the operation of fossil-fuel plants). Therefore, if SCL
decreases its existing BPA purchase levels, the net environmental impact would depend on
how the source of replacement power compares to an uncertain mix of existing fossil-fuel
plants, including both coal and natural gas.

If the replacement power is provided by a firm contract for an existing natural gas-fired
resource, such as a combustion turbine, overall impacts would likely be lower than
continued BPA purchases because of the avoidance of coal-fired generation. (However, this
difference would be lessened to the extent the contracted resource would otherwise have
been used to sell to the ) spet-market.) If SCL constructs or contracts for the output
of a new natural gas-fired combustion turbine, there would be additional construction-
related impacts but the operational impacts, particularly air emissions, would be lower
because of higher efficiencies and more stringent emission control requirements. If SCL
relies on increased spe+-market purchases to replace existing levels of BPA purchases, then
there likely would be little or no net effect on the operation of fossil-fuel plants in the
‘western U.S. and no associated igni
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resource so that SCL could make greater use of its own nonfirm hydropower production to
reliably serve its own load. - Under the concept of "firming nonfirm," SCL could assume

for planning purposes that a portion of its nonfirm hydropower is firm energy as long as the
utility has another resource available to substitute for the hydropower during low water "
conditions.

The potential environmental impacts of contracting for the services of a dispatchable
resource, likely a simple-cycle combustion turbine, are expected to be
miner-and-result from two primary factors: (1) the shift in disposition in SCL’s nonfirm
hydropower, and (2) the expected operation of the dispatchable resource compared to the
resource(s) that would have operated otherwise.

The shift in SCL’s nonfirm hydropower is expected to result in little change in resource
operations and associated environmental impacts. Rather than selling its nonfirm

hydropower and displacing others’ marginal fossil fuel resources, SCL would use.the
nonfirm to serve its own load and likely reduce its purchases from BPA and the

market, which would be expected to result in very similar patterns of resource dxsplac ment
and little net change in environmental impacts.

Regarding the operation of the dispatchable resource, there could be a net decrease in fossil-
fuel generation and associated impacts under two circumstances. The first is if SCL’s

contract and the operation of the dispatchable resource a-ssumed—-te—be—a—s-rmple—eyele
eembasﬁeﬂ-mfbme—resulted in a net decrease in

other circumstance is if SCL contracted for the development of a new dlspatchable resource,

which would be more efficient and would have to meet more stringent -pollution control
requirements than existing plants. : :

8.1.4 Environmental Externalities

Environmental externalities refer to the societal costs of environmental impacts which are
not borne by the producers of a product and therefore are not reflected in product prices.
SCL has recommended a set of externality cost adders for use in resource planning (SCL,
1994c and SCL, 1996). Their inclusion in the economic evaluation of resource options
allows for the consideration of a societal perspectlve when determining the relative cost-
effecuveness of alternative resources.

The potential environmental impacts of including externalities in resource decisions arise
from their effect on the outcome of the other three pohcy issues dlscussed above. In this
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operation of generating resources, Conservation is assumed to have an externality cost of
zero, consistent with its having the fewest impacts of any alternative resource type.

8.2 FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS_ OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF
ALTERNATIVE SRA RECOMMENDATIONS

~ As with the alternative portfolios discussed in Sections 5.0 and 6.0 E1S, analysis of
the environmental impacts of the near-term alternative SRA recomm requires
estimates of the electricity geperation from both new and existing resources whose output is
expected to vary between alternatives. Of SCL’s existing owned resources, only production
from Centralia is expected to vary between the alternatives. The output of SCL’s
hydroelectric system and the amount of power purchased through existing long-term
contracts (other than BPA) are assumed 10 remain constant across the alternatives for any
particular year. Changes in the amount of power produced by resources owned or

' controlied by others can resuk from SCL purchasmg electricity on the energy spe%-market,
~See Section

in this anaiyms

SCL assumes that no new energy facilities will be constructed within the short-term
planning horizon of the SRA and generation piants currently under construction were
planned, designed, and permitted without specific purchase commitments from SCL. Thus,
the analysis of potential environmental impacts of these alternatives does not include any
discussion of direct or indirect construction impacts. Rather, potential environmental
impacts would occur solely from direct and indirect operational impacts.

-This analysis focuses on the year 1998 to represent the near-term environmental impacts of
the alternative SRA recommendations. As described in Section 7.0, SCL has developed
four-sets of alternative SRA recommendations to satisfy the expected need for energy under
the base case load forecast. The anticipated generation of individual resources for each
aiternanve is summanzed in Table 8—1 an;d descrxbed below For analysis of each of the

e&paert-y—e-f-érspafeh&b&e-ﬁeseufee—were set as assumptxons SCL’s Integrated Plannme

Model then determined the cxpected levels of BPA purchases operation of Centralia, ané
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uncertain for ene
For this analys
spet-market resources, descrlbed in footnote 1 of Table 8-1.

" Alternative A

conservation levels of 26 aMW throuOh 1998. BPA purchases areﬂ estimated at 1
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hare of Centralia generation is

aMW out of a assumed entitlement of 220 aMW. SC

This alternative does not exactly correspond with any one of the aiternative long-term
portfohos described in Chapters 5 and 6 aithough it is snmlar to both the Status Quo and

one of the long-term alternative portfohos However it is similar to the Resource Diversity

portfoho in its reduction from 1992.CIP. m—eaﬁeﬂ%amed-conservatmn Eevels and
'994 e&ﬁeﬁt—enmlemeflt for BPA purchases Like—Adternative—Ao—it-is

As with the previous alternatives, this alternative does not exactly correspond with any one
of the long—term alternative portfohos It as sumlar to both the Status Quo and Less

Independence portfoho in its reductlon in th.e Ievei of BPA entitlement.

Alternative D

79-aMW out of an assumed entitiement of 110 2aMW. SCL’S share of Centralia plam
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eapaafy—ef—éé—M%s—esﬁma{eé%e—pfedaee%Q—W—Surplus sales are slightly lower than

Alternative C at

As with the previous alternatives, this alternative does not exactly correspond with any one
of the long-term alternative portfolios. However, it is similar to the Resource Diversity
portfolio in its reduction in currently-planned conservation levels, and-the

isitd i --and it is similar to the BPA Independence portfoho in
its reduction in the level of BPA entltlement

8.3 ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION FOR ALTERNATIVE SRA
RECOMMENDATIONS '

In comparing the alternatives under each of the environmental elements, a four-category
system has been used to rate the relative magnitude of impacts. The four categories are the
same as those used in ranking the impacts of the individual resource »
and the alternative long-term portfolios in Section 6.0
, moderate, and low. As with the alternative portfolios,
alternative recommendation as a whole, not the individual resource types of which it is
composed. The ranking categories have been assigned based on both the relative
significance of the impacts involved and the relative magnitude of the impacts between
portfolios. In addition, they are based on both quantlﬁed and qualitative estimates of
impacts.

8.3.1 Air Quality

The SRA alternatives represent combinations of policy recommendations regarding the
acquisition of power generating resources. No new construction is planned for the SRA
alternatives. All air quality impacts would be related to the operation of existing power
generation equipment.

Figure-8-1 summarizes the relative impact magnitude of each of the feur-alternative
recommendations. Air emissions accounted for in this analyms i
operation of SCL’s share of the Centralia coal-fired plant, the
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Figdre 8-1. impact Magnitude——Air Quality
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purchases, and displacement of generating plants from SCL’s surplus sales and from
ductions in BPA purchase levels. Air emissions (in lb/MWh) for the variou_s resources,
’ afe-presented in Table 6-6. 5. The-dispatchable ree-i ped-to-k

emissions for each of the alternatlves for the year 1998 are presented in Table 8-2. The
calculations underlying these totals are summarized i in Appendxx C.

I/ Air emissions in this table are cumulative for each alternative SRA recommendation for CO, and five air
pollutants. Emissions include those produced by energy resources acquired or purchased as well as the air
emission offsets by SCL surplus sales and BPA entitlement resources niot purchased.

2/ CO, = carbon dioxide, NO, = nitrogen oxides, SO, = sulfur dioxide, VOCs = volatile organic compounds,
and CO = carbon monoxide.

All sources of air emissions are assumed to comply with all applicable air quality
regulations. Because air discharge permits are based on the physical limitations of the
plant, increases in the power generated by a particular facility would not result in violations
of the air quality regulations.

‘ The differences in air emission between alternatives is primarily due to two factors. The
first is conservation. Alternauves A and C, which both have higher levels of conservation,
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have correspondingly lower levels of air emissions than

The second factor is the availability o

The differences in expected Centralia generation between alternatives is relatively small and
does not significantly affect the relative air emissions of the portfolios. Finally, the tradeoff
between spet-market purchases and BPA purchases is expected to have little overall impact
on resource operation and resulting air emissions. Instead, it likely results primarily in a
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shifting of energy among parties within the region and the west coast power system in
response to broader market conditions and regional hydroelectric availability.

8.3.2 Surface and Groundwater

Operations-related impacts could occur to both surface and groundwater quantity and
quality, mainly associated with fossil-fuel rescurces including coal plants and gas-fired
generating facilities. These impacts would primarily involve: (1) the depletion of surface
and groundwater resulting from the cooling water requirements of these plants, (2)
degradation of water quality from the discharge of wastewater, and (3) the discharge of
waste heat (thermal discharge) to surface waters. ‘

Figure 8-2 summarizes the relative nnpact magmtude to surface and groundwater of the
alternative recommendations. As with air emissions, higher levels of conservation and the
presence of a dispatchable resource both result in reduced impacts. Conservation avoids the
water 1mpacts assocxated thh fossﬂ-fuei generatlon Energy from

Figure 8-2. Impact Magnitude—Surface and Groundwater

Alternative Alternative | Alternative Alternative | ‘ 1 variation Variation

Recommendation A B c : D Preferred 1 2
Impact : ‘
Magnitude

Relative impactlevel: - Wil High EZZZHigh-moderate  [501 Moderate [ Low

In evaluating the potential surface and groundwater impacts for the SRA alternatlves

operations-related impacts were quantified using mlpact multipliers for water consumption,
wastewater discharge, and thermal discharge presented in Section 4.0
Appendix C. ‘
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Table 8-3 compares the quantified potential impacts to surface and groundwater for the four
alternative SRA recommendations.

'8.3.3 Soils and Geology

The potential impacts to soils and geology from the SRA alternatives are described below.
Potential operations-related impacts could occur to soils, mainly from land disturbance
associated with the mining of coal and the extraction of natural gas for use by coal- and

gas-fired generating resources. Impacts would include: (1) soil loss and possible surface
water contamination from erosion, and (2) loss of soil fertility and drainage potential from
the compaction of soils by heavy vehicles.

Figure 8-3 summarizes the relative magnitude of potential impacts to soils and geology of

the alternative recommendations. The differences between alternatives is minor and all are -
= considered to have impacts of moderate magnitude.

Figure 8-3. Impact Magnitude—Soils and Geology

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative ' Variation Variation

Recommendation ‘A B [+ D Preferred 1 2
impact 5 = v o
Magnitude

Relative impact level: MM High DZAHigh-moderate =1 Moderate [ Low

In evaluating the potential impacts from the alternative SRA recommendations, operations-
related soils impacts have been quantified for land effects from operations for the various -
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resburces, as presented in Section 4.0 nd Appendix C. Impacts among the
alternative SRA recommendations differ because of their variations in the amount of land
disturbance that could occur in the mix of energy resources.

Table 8-4 presents the quantified estimates of land disturbance for each of the alternatives.
As with air emissions, higher levels of censervation‘

8.3.4 Plants and Animals

The following section summarizes the predicted qualitative potential impacts to plants and
animals from implementation of the fewr-alternative SRA recommendations. In general, all
four-alternatives rely on existing coal-fired and gas-fired energy resources. Thus,

. p al effects on plants and animals would be associated with the operation of existing
fossil-fuel power plants. Differences in effects among alternatives would occur based on
relative use of conservation and fossil-fuel resources.  These differences appear to be
relatively small. In general, all feur-alternatives could potentially result in indirect,
moderate-level operational effects on plants and animals from operation of existing
resources.
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Figure 8-4 summarizes the relative magnitude of potential impacts to plants and animals of
the alternative SRA recommendations.

Figure 8-4. Impact Magnitude—Plants and Animals

Variation
2

Variation
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Relative impact level: [l High High-moderate Moderate 7 Low

Potential effects due to power plant operation include possible declines in animal and plant
populations due to lost or degraded habitats, depending on the occurrence of such species in
-affected areas. Habitat or individuals could be affected primarily by degradation of water
quality (e.g., thermal and contaminant pollution, particularly relevant to fish), reduction of
natural water flows of rivers or streams as a result of withdrawal for coolmg or other uses,

air pollution, and potential oil spills.

8.3.5 Land Use

Potential operations-related land use impacts could occur, mainly from land disturbance
associated with the mining of coal and the extraction of gas for use by coal- and gas-fired
generating resource. Impacts would include temporary and permanent alteration of land use

and permanent conversion of land.

Figure 8-5 summarizes the relative magnitude of potential impacts to land use of the
alternative recommendations. The differences between alternatives are minor and all are

considered to have impacts of moderate magnitude.

Figure 8-5. Impact Magnitude—Land Use

: Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Variation Variation
Recommendation A : B c D _ Preterred 1 2
Impact
Magnitude

Relative impact level: E High EZZZHigh-moderate Moderate L Low

In evaluating potential impacts from the alternative SRA recommendations, operations-
related land use impacts. have been quantified using multipliers for land effects from
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operations for the various resources, as presented in Section 4.0 ¢ and Appendix
C. Impacts among the alternative SRA recommendations differ because of variations in the

amount of land disturbance.

Table 8-5 presents the quantified estimates of land disturbance for-each of the alternatives.
- As with ai high I of conservatlon

~in reduced impacts.
generation. Energy from ¢

8.3.6 Employment

There would be no significant adverse environmental impacts on employment for 1998 from
any of the alternative SRA recommendations. No new construction is assumed in the near
future resulting from SCL actions, and no new construction jobs would be created. No new
employment opportunities would be available from the operation of existing generating
facilities. :

Employment opportunities per aMW from new conservation programs are considerably

- more than the employment from fossil fuel extraction and transportation, Therefore
Alternatives A and C, which have higher levels of conservation acquisition, would have
greater employment -opportunities. Such jobs are more likely to be in or near the utility
service territory. Figure 8-6 summarizes the relative impact magnitude to employment of
the alternative SRA recommendations.
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Figure 8-6. Impact Magnitude—Employment

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Variation Variation
. 'Recommendation A B D Preferred 1 2
Impact
Magnitude

Relative impact level: I High [2ZZ4High-moderate Moderate [ Low

8.3.7 Aesthetics and Recreation

Because no new construction would occur for any of the alternative SRA recommendations,
there would be no direct or indirect construction-related potential adverse impacts to
aesthetics and recreation. Impacts from the operation of existing facilities are not expected
to differ significantly between the alternatives and are considered low. Figure 8-7
summarizes the relative magnitude of potential impacts to aesthetics and recreation of the
alternative SRA recommendations.

Figure 8-7. Impact Magnitude—Aesthetics and Recreation

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Variation Variation
Recommendation A . . B [+ D Preferred 1 2
impact
Magnitude

Relative impact level: R High High-moderate Moderate 1 Low

8.3.8 Environmental Health

Potential impacts to environmental health would vary between alternatives primarily as a
result of differences in conservation levels and corresponding variation in the operation of
fossil-fuel resources. Alternatives B and D with lower
conservation levels, would be expected to have somewhat increased environmental health
effects from increased air emissions, although the magnitude of the difference is not
significant. Increased generation from existing fossil fuel plants is not expected to
significantly increase ambient noise levels. Overall impact levels are expected to be
moderate for all feur-alternatives. Figure 8-8 summarizes the relative magnitude of impacts
to environmental health of the alternative SRA recommendations. ‘
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Figure 8-8. Impact Magnitude—Environmental Health, Including Noise
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8.3.9 Cultural and Historical Resources

Because no new construction is proposed in any of the four alternative SRA
recommendations, no associated direct adverse effects are expected on cultural and
historical resources. Potential indirect operational effects on cultural and historical

_ resources consist of coal-fired plant emissions that contribute to acid rain, which corrodes
metallic and masonry components of buildings and other historic artifacts. In addition,

excavation and extraction of natural gas, fuel oil, and coal could indirectly impact cultural
resources. However, such indirect impacts would depend on the occurrence and proximity

of such resources in affected areas and are difficult to assess and compare between
alternatives.

In general, increased reliance on conservation and/or contracting for a dispatchable gas-fired

resource are likely to result in decreased coal-fired air emissions from spet-market
purchases. Alternatives with those features would be expected to have less potential

indirect impacts to historical buildings and artifacts. However, the difference in impacis

between alternatives is not significant and the impact level for all feur-alternatives is

considered low. Figure 8-9 summarizes the relative magnitude of impacts to cultural and

historical resources of the alternative SRA recommendations.

Figure 8-9. Impact 'Magnitude—-Culturai and Historical Resources

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Variation

Variation’
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8.3.10 Energy Resources
Figure 8-10 summarizes the relative magnitude of potential impacts to Energy resources of

the alternative recommendations. The differences between alternatlves is minor and all are
cons1dered to have impacts of moderate magmtude

Figure 8-10. Impact Magnitude—Energy Resources

-Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative : ) Variation . Variation
Recommendation A B c D Preferred 1 2
Impact o o
Magnitude -

Relative impact level:© I High PZZHigh-moderate Moderate . Low

Table 8-6 presents the quantified estimates of fossil fuel consumption for each of the
alternatives. Higher levels of conservation result in reduced fossil fuel consumption

s&mp*e—eyele—eembast—ieﬂ-mfbiﬂe),—consume more natural gas and less coal than the other

alternatives as a result of the substitution of gas-fired resources for some amount of coal-
fired generation from g spet-market and BPA purchases.
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" 8.4 SALE OR LOSS OF SEATTLE CITY LIGHT’S EXISTING RESOURCES

The Draft Strategic Resources Assessment } inclades-a recommendation to reevaluate
SCL’s existing resource base to decide whether changes shouid be made. Such a
reevaluation is prompted by ongoing changes in the structure and regulation of the electric
utility industry and by the possibility that the drastic reductions in recent years in the cost of
alternative sources of electricity could continue into future years. SCL’s resource base
is-described in greater detail in Section 1.0; 5. As described in Section 5.0
j;‘ the analysis of alternative resource p d alternative recommendations.
assumes SCL’s continued ownership and operation of those resources it currently owns,

such as the Skagit and Boundary Hydroelectric projects and its Centralia coal plant share.

It also assumes continuation of existing long-term power sales contracts until but not beyond
their expiration. The following section qualitatively addresses the potentlai environmental
impacts associated with SCL’s decision to sell or otherwise dispose of an existing owned or .
contracted resource. It begins with a general discussion, and then more specxﬁcaliy
addresses two representatwe resources: Centralia and Lucky Peak. '

8.4.1 Environmental Impacts of the Sale of an Existing Resource

The answers to two key questions determine the environmental impacts of SCL’s sale of an
existing resource. First, what difference would there be in the operation of the resource
because of the change in ownership? Second, what difference would there be between the
alternative resource the purchaser would have acquired and the resource SCL acquires as a
replacement. For each of these two factors, referred to below as resource operation and
alternative resource acquisition, there are three possible outcomes: (1) no dlfference (2) the
sale results in greater environmental- mpacts and (3) the sale results in ] :
environmental impacts.

Differences in resource operation are likely to depend on the purchaser’s load shape,

- resource mix and contractual rights and obligations as compared to SCL. These factors will
influence when the resource’s output is needed, when its output can be displaced by less
expensive sources, and the degree to which its generation can be stored for later use. For
example, a purchaser with no hydroelectric resources will not have nonfirm or surplus
hydroelectricity with which to displace the purchased resource. Conversely, a purchaser
with power sales contracts with take-or-pay provisions or high availability charges (levied
for the right to purchase power, even if it is not taken) may find it economical to displace
the purchased resource with that power.

* In addition, resources with less flexible operation will by definition be less likely to have
their operation affected by a change in ownership.. For example, run-of-the river
hydroelectric plants have limited capabilities to store water and must generate electricity
with available flows. The operation and generation patterns for such a resource are likely
to be similar regardless of who owns it. At the other extreme, a dispatchable resource such
as a combustion turbine can be operated very flexibly to match the loads and system needs
of a particular owner.
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Differences in alternative resource acquisition are inherently uncertain at this programmatic
level of analysis. However, for both SCL and a potential purchaser, a likely range includes
conservation as the resource with the least environmental impact through spet-market
purchases as that with the greatest environmental impacts. Spet-Market purchases are likely

to include a mix of existing fossil fuel resources at the margin, inciuding coal and natural

-gas. (New natural gas-fired resources, which would be more efficient and required to meet

more stringent pollution control requirements, would fall between conservation and spet
market purchases in the severity of their impacts. Renewables such as wind and geothermal
would have different types of impacts not directly comparable to fossil-fuel resources.
Development of new resources of any kind would have construction-related impacts, whﬂe
reliance on existing resources would not.)

Given this range, the greatest impacts would result from a combination of the purchaser
foregoing conservation and SCL relying on spet-market purchases as a replacement. The
least serious environmental impacts would result if the purchaser would have otherwise
relied on spet-market purchases and SCL acquired additional conservation to replace the’
resource.

8.4.2 E:nstmg SCL Resources

Given the uncertamty regarding potentlal buyers were SCL to propose sale of an exxsnng
resource, the following discussion is necessarily general and focuses exclusively on potential
changes in resource operations.

8.4.2.1 Centralia

SCL currently owns an eight percent share of the Centralia coal-fired steam plant. The
plant has consistently been in compliance with existing
environmental-regulations-and currently provides reliable p
However, along with the general economic considerations apphcable to all ex1snng

resources, several factors may cause SCL to reconsider its ownership position. These
include publie-eoncern-over-the environmental impacts of coal-fired generation; foreseeable
increased capital expenditures and operational costs to meet the requirements of the 1990
Clean Axr Act Amendments, mcludmg more stnngent control of sulfur dioxide and nitrogen -
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It is expected that sale of Centralia to another owner would have a relatively minor effect
on its pattern of generation and corresponding environmental impacts, for two main reasons.
First, while a utility or other purchaser with hydroelectric resources would tend to displace
Centralia generation more than a thermal-based utility when water was plentiful (and less
when it was not), broader market conditions (typically dictated by regional water conditions
and transmission availability) are likely to play a more significant role in its operation,
regardless of ownership. For example, even if SCL has surpius hydropower available, its
decision about whether or not to use it to displace Centralia is based on the ¢
market price it can be soid for. Second, Centralia’s relatively low run cost means that it
will be economical for any owner to displace it under only the lowest-price market
conditions, again regardless of ownership.

8.4.2.2 Lucky Peak Hydroelectric Project

Under a 50-year contract commencing in 1988, SCL purchases all the output of the Lucky
Peak power project, which is located at the Corps of Engineers’ Lucky Peak Dam near
Boise, Idaho. The dam releases irrigation water and provides flood protection to the Boise
“area. The contract was signed at a time when estimates of avoided cost—the cost of
alternative power—were considerably hzgher than they are currently, and the power from
the project is now quite expensive compared to market sources and potential new. resources.

Because the reservoir is operated primarily for irrigation and flood control purposes, the
project has little operational flexibility, producing when water is released under the
direction of the Army Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation. Therefore, a
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transfer of the contractual rights. to the power would be expected to have no effect on
project operations and no adverse environmental impacts.
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9.0 GLOSSARY

anadromous
Fish that hatch in freshwater, migrate to the ocean, mature there, a.nd return to
freshwater to spawn. For example, salmon or steelhead trout.

average megawatt (aMW)
Energy produced by the continuous operation of one megawatt of capacity over a
specified period, typically a year. If the actual energy level varies throughout the .
year, average megawatts can be computed as the sum of all megawatt-hours divided
by the number of hours in the time period. In this EIS, aMW is equivalent to an
annual average megawatt (or MW-year) and 8,760 MWh.

baseload
Operation of a plant continuously except for scheduled maintenance or outages.

Biological Opinion
A ruling of the National Marine Fisheries Service intended to protect endangered ﬁsh
the 1995 Biological Opinion requires increased spill and increased spring flow levels
to hasten the downstream migration of young salmon; as a result, some hydro projects
lose firm energy output and the ability to shape energy from low- to high-value
periods. ,

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA, Bonneville). '
The federal agency that markets power from federally owned projects and projects
acquired under terms of the Northwest Power Planning Act.

Btu . :
" British thermal unit. The amount of heat energy necessary to raise the temperature of
one pound of water by one degree Fahrenheit. 3,413 Btus are equal to one kilowatt-
hour.

capacity _
The maximum power that can be produced by a generating resource under specified
conditions. The capacity of generating equipment is expressed in kilowatts (kW) or
megawatts (MW).

-carbon dioxide

An emission from the combustion of fossil fuels that may be Imked to global
warming.

coal gasification |
The process of converting coal to a synthetic gaseous fuel. The process used in
integrated gasification combined-cycle (IGCC) plants. »
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- cogeneration
The simultaneous production of eiecmcny and useful heat energy from a common fuel

source.

combined-cycle combustion turbine (CCCT)
The combination of a gas turbine and a steam turbine in an electric generation plant;
the waste heat from the gas-turbine cycle provides heat for the steam-turbine cycle.

 combustion turbine (CT)
' A turbine-engine generator, turned by ex.haust gases rather than heat-created steam,

used to generate electricity.

conservation S
Reductions in the use of electricity through improvements in end-use efficiency.

critical period
The sequence of low water conditions during which the reglonal hydropower system’s
least amount of energy can be generated (see "critical water") while drafting storage
reservoirs from full to empty. Under the Pacific Northwest Coordination Agreement,
critical period is based on the lowest multimonth streamflow observed since 1928.
‘Based on analysis of streamflows at the Dalles Dam, this is also the lowest streamflow
since recordkeeping began in 1879.

critical water
The sequence of streamflows in the critical period under which the hydropower
system will generate about 12,500 average megawatts. In an average year, the
Northwest hydropower system will produce about 16,600 average megawatis.

discount rate |
The rate used in comparing values observed at different points in time.

kS

dlspatch
Operating conirol of an integrated electrical system mvolvmg operations such as
control of the operation of specific power plants, high-voltage lines, substations, or
other equipment.

- dispatchable ‘
Resources which the utility has contrel over when the resource is generating, and at
what level of generation. -

distribution
Electric equipment which takes power from the transmission system and transports it
directly to the customer’s delivery point. Includes equipment from the substation to
the customer’s meter.
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energy
Total amount of electricity needed or used to serve customers over a period of time.

entitlement (BPA)
The right to buy from BPA an amount of power equal to the difference between a
utility’s own firm resources and its firm load.

environmental dispatch
A way to dispatch the utility’s generating plants which assumes that the operating cost
of each plant includes an additional amount representing environmental externality
values, even though the utility does not have to pay that environmental cost.

externalities (or environmental externalities)
Societal costs not reflected in the price of a product.

firm energy
The minimum energy that can be relied upon 90 percent of the time.

-firm (capabnhty)
The minimum resource capability that can be relied upon 90 percent of the time.

fossil fuels : .
Coal, oil, natural gas, and other fuels derived from fossilized geologic deposits.

fuel switching :
A customer changing energy-using equipment from one fuel source to another.
Typically, this is thought of as a residential customer changing a water heater or
space-heating equipment from electr1c1ty to natural gas

gasifier
Part of integrated gasification combined-cycle which takes pulverized coal and
produces an intermediate Btu gas.

generation
The process of producing electricity from other forms of energy (from falling water,
coal, gas, wind, solar, or other energy sources).

geothermal fluids : '
Natural underground moisture that contains the heat used for geothermal energy.

heat rate :
The amount of input (fuel) energy required by a.power plant to produce one kilowatt-
hour of electricity. ‘Expressed as Bru/kWh.
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 integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC)
A combined-cycle combustion turbine (CCCT) which uses, instead of natural gas, coal

that has been gasified as its source of fuel.

interruptible '
Load that, by contract, can be interrupted in the event of a power supply deﬁcxency
Typically, a contract between an individual customer and the company specifies the
conditions under which the customer’s load can be interrupted, in exchange for Eower
- rates to the customer or specific payments to the customer.

kilowatt (kW) ‘
A unit of electrical energy use. The amount of power being used or produced at one
moment in time. Used as a measure for peak or capacn'y One kilowartt will light up

ten 100-watt light bulbs.

kilowatt-hour (KkWh) . '
A unit of electrical energy use. The amount of energy used over a specified time

period, typically one year, measured in kilowatts.

load | :
The amount of electricity used by a customer or group of customers during a specified

time period.

load growth
The increase in demand for eiecmc pOWﬁf that occurs over time as new customers

move into an area and new uses for electricity are adopted.

megawatt (MW)
A unit of electric power equal to 1,000,000 watts or 1,000 kilowatts. The amount of
power being used or produced at one moment in time. Used as a measure for peak or

capacity.

megawatt-hour (MWh)
A unit of electrical energy use. The amount of energy used over a specified time

period, typically one year, measured in megawatts

MMBtu
Millions of British thermal units or Btus.

FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment 8-4 Seattle City Light



model
A theory that is intended to capture the workings of the real world. A model used for
electricity resource planning is intended to capture all of the factors that utilities
consider in making resource acquisition decisions. It attempts to put into rules how
each of these factors affects resource decisions, and how they interrelate.

nonfirm
" Any production above the firm capabrhty of a resource.

Northwest Power Planning Council _
A federally chartered council comprising Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Montana
that establishes pohcy on Northwest electrical energy and related fish and wildlife
-issues.

Pacific Northwest Coordination Agreement
Agreement signed in 1964 between owners of major hydropower resources govermng
water releases and signatory rights and obligations; intended to maximize usable
energy after nonpower requirements are met.

~peak demand
The maximum rate of electrical power required during a spec1ﬁed unit of time.

photovoltaic
Solar technology that directly converts sunlight into electricity.

pulverrzed coal plant
Conventional coal plant, which uses a subcritical steam boiler that burns subrtummous.
coal.

pumped storage
A generation technology whrch uses water in two reservoirs. The water is allowed to
fall from the higher reservoir into the lower reservoir, passing through turbines and
generators on the way, producing electricity. It is then pumped back up to the upper
_ reservoir, ‘using power from another power plant.

' rehablhty
The ability of a system to provide customers w1th uninterrupted power at their point of
service.

renewable resource
A resource that uses solar, wind, water (hydro), geothermal biomass or similar
sources of energy, and is used either for electric power generation or for reducing the
electric power requirements of a customer.
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resource planning :
- The process of predicting the future electricity and energy service needs of customers,
and planning which new resources should be used to provide the services required.

resource supply
The system of generating plants available to a utility to meet the electricity needs of its

- customers.

retail wheeling :
Rather than taking service from the utility in its own service ares, a retail customer
-contracts with a utility in another designated service area to provide electricity. This
requires the first utility to provide wheeling services to deliver the power to the
customer.

transmission
Electrical equipment which takes power from generating plants and transports it over
long distances to a load area. At a substation it is delivered to the distribution system.

watt ‘
A basic unit of electrical power equal to 0.00134 horsepower.

wheeling | :
Transmission of electricity from one party to another over a third party’s transmission
system. ' '
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11.0 PUBLIC COMMENT AND RESPONSE

This chapter includes all comments received on the DEIS. Each specific comment is

identified and a response is given. Comments expressing an opinion are responded to by
~ "comment acknowledged." Comments containing information related to the project but

not needing additional information are responded to by "comment noted." '

Comments Received

Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
National Parks and Conservation Association :
Gregory H. Bowers

Northwest Environmental Advocates

The Mountaineers

Renewables Northwest Project

R

Seattle City Light held a public hearing, as required by SMC 25.05.535(B), on April 23,
1996 in the Elliott Bay Room of the Alaska Building in downtown Seattle. The only
person who provided comments was Phil Pearl, Pacific Northwest Regional Director of the
National Parks and Conservation Association. A written summary of his verbal
comments, which he provided, is included as comment #2 above.
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LETTER 1

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF ARCHAEQLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
171 21st Avenue 5.W. » BO. Box 48343 ° Olympis, Washington 98504-3343 ¢ (360) 7534011

April 19, 1996

RECEIVED
Mr. Gary Zarker, Superintendent APR 22 1858
Attn: Glenn Atwood, Project Manager SUSIRMTENDEN S OFFICE
Seattle City Light
700 5th Avenue, Suite 3100
Seattle, Washington 98104-5031
| | | RECEIVED
Log: 040996-01-KI APR 2 3 1998
Re:  Draft Strategic Resources Environment & Saiegy
Assessment & Draft EIS, Seattle Oiviston

City Light

Dear Mr. Zarker:

Thank you for sending the Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation (OAHP) a copy of Seattle City Light's (SCL) Draft Strategic Resources
Assessment (SRA) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). On behaif of
OAHP, | have taken the opportunity to review both the SRA. and the DEIS in regard to
potential impacts upon cultural resources including archaeological, historic, and
traditional cultural properties. Following this review, I submit the following comments:

* First, [ generally concur with the recommendations and the potential xmpacts 1o
cultural resources xdennﬁed in the SRA and DEIS.

* Second, I recommend that the documents recognize the need for SCL to consider the
effect of certain energy conservation measures on historic properties. The city of Seattle
has many historic residences, apartment buildings, plus commercial and industrial
properties which could benefit from conservation measures. However, it is important to
recognize that some weatherization measures (such as window replacement) may be
inappropriate or need to be applied with discretion. Therefore, if SCL decides to continue
weatherization measures, it is my recommendation that a special program be tailored
specifically for historic properties. - Such a program should include, at 2 minimum,
technical expertise and funding for energy ¢onservation measures meeting the Secrerary

&

e ' W
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Mr. Gary Zarker
April 19, 1996
Page Two

of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Coordination of this program should also
be conducted with the city’s Office of Urban Conservation and OAHP to make property
owners aware of other historic preservation tax incentives available for historic
properties. '

* Third, SCL is to be commended for its stewardship of its historic properties at the
@ Skagit Project. [ strongly encourage SCL to continue its management of the historic
properties at Skagit in keeping with historic character.

* Finally, in regard to new energy facilities, I want to reiterate the need for SCL to
consider the impact of such facilities on cultural resources. Recognition of this need by
SCL is made clear in the DEIS. [ want to add the need for SCL to consider the impact of
new energy facilities on traditional cuitural properties and cuitural/historic landscapes.

This concludes my comments. Again, thank you for the opportunity to review and
comment on these documents. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact

me at (360) 753-9116.

. Sincerely,

o Ol

Gregoty Griffith
Compyehensive Planning Specialist

GAG:tjt

ce:  Karen Gordon, Office of Urban Consen"ation
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Letter 1: Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation

Comment A Comment acknowledged.

Comment B Currently, Seattle City Light offers window retrofit services to elecmcally
heated multifamily buildings. This consists of providing an incentive to
install weatherization measures and a loan for costs not covered by the
incentive portion of the program. SCL conservation programs do not fund
window measures for commercial or industrial buildings, nor for single-
family residential structures. There are five Historic Districts within the
Seattle City Light service territory and staff is aware of the geographic
boundaries of these designated areas. Program staff have been given
presentations on State and City historic building requiremnents. ’

If the owner of a building within one of the Historic Districts approaches
SCL for weatherization assistance, several check points are required before
proceeding with the work. SCL must receive a letter from the Historic
District’s Public Development Association indicating that the work has been
approved. Then the Department of Neighborhoods’ Urban Conservation
unit reviews the work orders for compliance with historic preservation
requirements prior to any work being accomplished. Only after these steps
have been taken does SCL provide financial assistance for installing
weatherization measures.

Where a property is not located in a Historic District and it appears to have
historical significance, SCL staff will ask the property owner whether it has
received any historical designation and if they have considered nominating
the property for historical designation. This inquiry is made as part of the
initial building energy survey accomplished by the staff. If the building has
received historic designation or appears to have potential for historic
designation, then during the energy survey the building owner is referred to
the state Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation and is made aware
of window treatment options that are consistent with historic building
requirements. These consist of using certain wood-framed windows rather
than the more common, and affordable, vinyl-frame windows.

Comment C Comment noted. Thank you for the compliment.

Comment D  The discussion of cultural resources in the DEIS and FEIS is intended to
include both traditional cultural properties and culturai/historic landscapes.
The text in Section 2.9 (Affected Environment, Cultural and Hxstoncal
Resources) has been revised to reflect this.
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 COMMENTS TO
SEATTLE CITY LIGHT
HEARINGS ON THE STRATEGIC RESOURCE ASSESSMENT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
APRIL 23, 1996

INTRODUCTION

My name is Phil Peari and | am the Pacific Northwest Regional Director of the
National Parks and Conservation Association (NPCA). On behalf of NPCA'’s more than
450,000 mémbers, over 10,000 of whom reside in western Washington, | appreciate
the opportunity to comment this evening on the Strategic Resource Assessment/Draft .
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). | will direct my comments specifically to the
DEIS's reference to the Centralia Power Plant.on page 8-18 and to Seattle City Light's
8% ownership of this plant.

COMMENTS

" The Centralia Power Plant is the largest emitter of sulfur dioxide in the westem
United States and is responsible for 50% of the sulfur dioxide in western Washington.
In 1993 the plant emitted 63,800 tons of sulfur dioxide. The 1996 estimate is 84,000
tons. This emission is expected to grow to approximately 94,000 tons/year by tbe year
2000.

The Centralia Power Plant has, for nearly 30 yéars,- significantly impacted the air
quality of westem Washingtbn. More recently, numerous studies have shown a
significant ifnpact of air quality related values within the Class One Areas of Mt. Rainier
National Park and its adjacent wildemess. These impacts are in conflict with the 1990
@ Clean Air Act amendment (ACT), as well as the National Park Service Organic Act
- which requires that the resource be managed in an “unimpéired" condition.

o The Act requires more stringent control of sulfur dioxide and other poliutants.
The Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) order now under consideration
proposes {o reduce emissions to 53,000 tons/year. Thisis a relatively small reduction,

one that fails considerably short of the reductions necessary to alleviate impacts on
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Class One Areas pursuant to the ACT. In the absence of 3 RACT that complies with
the ACT, the review process will undoubtedly be elevated to the Best Available Retrofit

Technd!ogy (BART) process.

It is with this background that NPCA finds your comments on page 8-18 of the
DEIS troubling. To say that °... the plant is in compliance with existing environmental
regulations and currently provides refiable power at moderate costs...” followed by
“...pdblic concerns over environmental impacts over coal fire generation...” suggests
that there is not really an environmental bmb?em - just a perceived one. Thisis

misleading.

The fact of the matter is that the Cenirafia Power Plant could not be licensed
today under the Clean Air Act or its amendments, nor is it likely to be in compiiance with

the RACT now under consideration.

The issue is not “public concern”. The issues are public health, impacts on

. Class One Areas and the requirements of law.

In conclusion, we urge Seattle City Light to amend page 8-18 of the DEIS to
reflect the very real environmental probiéms caused by the Centralia Power Plant. We
also urge Seattle City Light to consider - in ils upcoming business decisions - the ‘
environmental degradation and Class One‘Area impacts caused by the plant, as well as
the potential costs of a protracted BART process. -

FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment 11-6 Seattle City Light



Letter 2:

Comment A

National Parks and Conservation Association

Please refer to Section 8.4.2.1 Centralia, which has been revised to include
additional information regarding the regulatory status of Centralia and the
potential adverse environmental impacts of its ongoing operation.

According to data obtained from continuous emission monitors (CEMs) and
reported to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and other air
regulatory agencies, Centralia emitted 78,272 tons of sulfur dioxide in 1996.
EPA has acknowledged problems with CEM methodology which result in
sulfur dioxide emission measurements that are 5 to 30% higher than
calculated emission rates based on the sulfur content and heat content of
coal. Using such calculations, Centralia’s 1996 emissions are estimated at
69,000 tons. '

PacifiCorp’s current estimates of Centralia sulfur dioxide emissions in 2000
is approximately 77,400 tons, assuming a capacity factor of 70%, and
83,050 tons assuming a capacity factor of 85%. The 94,000 ton estimate
cited in the comments is likely from the Reasonable Available Control
Technology document submitted to the Southwest Air Pollution Control
Authority in 1995 and was based on an 85% capacity factor.

Seattle City Light
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LETTER 3

G.H. BOWERS ENGINEERING

Consultations on Power System Planning

1930 North 122nd Strest,  Seattle, Washington 98133 Fax: (208} 361-0461 Telephone: (206} 361-0461

e st atetl] ;.‘J
a;muﬂﬁﬁ o e

syees G oanst April 30, 1996

: g ko
Lo
Gary Zarker, Supermtandent ErtnamuIENT A. 2 RECK
Attn: Glenn Atwood, Project Managermce_ 5 weendiCH .
Seattle City Light ‘ MAY § 2 1396
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3100
Seattle, WA 98104-5031. ST m LIRS R

Re: Strategic Resources Assessment (SRA) and DEIS

Mr. Zarker:

Studies by the U.S. EPA and others fully establish that the
emissions coming from the Centralia power plant cause enormous
suffering and numerous deaths. These citations have been pre-
sented to Seattle City Light. The only responsible action you
2 can take is to immediately shut off vour coal plant until control
equipment is added.: Rather than fight me, Seattle should join my
efforts te stop this attack on the citizens of the Northwest.

I am not a lawyer, but it is my view that those who seek to cover
up (by failing to report or otherwise) the health impacts caused
by their operations bear a heavy moral and legal respensibility

: for the lives of the children and others cut short by their
inaection.

In related actions, the DEIS proposes that environmental. adders
in dispatch not be used unless others do so (DEIS, p.3). Such
action reveals, at best, a lack of concern for the well being of
Seattlites. Your policy of *utility first and citizens second"
| has no place 'in a public utility or society at large. The SRA
7 | DEIS also misrepresents the EMF danger. Model data is overly
ﬂ relied on and inadequately supported throughout the SRA and DEIS.

Since I was on the Citizen Technical Review Committee and have
challenged your Centralia cperations to the Pollution Control

Hearings Board, you are well aware of the details of these and
cother issues that I raise.

sradels

ce SHinnarfandl
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Letter 3:

Comment A

Comniem B

Comment C

Comment D

Comment E

Gregory Bowers, P.E.

SCL actively participated in the negotiations of the Collaborative Decision-
Making (CDM) group, described in additional detail in the additional
discussion in Section 8.4.2.1. In that forum, SCL supported acceleration of
the 10,000 ton per year limit on sulfur dioxide emissions to the year 2003,
which was ultimately agreed to by the CDM participants. That is as early
as is reasonable to have two scrubber units installed and operational at the
plant, given 1) the time required for design, construction and installation of
the scrubbers, and 2) the owners’ need to have the regulatory order process
implementing the CDM solution completed before proceeding with the
capital expenditures for the scrubbers. In order to make the CDM solution
acceptable from an economic standpoint, the owners took the position-in the
CDM negotiations, acknowledged as reasonable by the regulatory agencies,
that the plant should be able to continue to operate without additional
pollution control measures -or restrictions on its output until 2002.

If SCL were to unilaterally shut down its share of the Centralia plant, to the
extent it is able to do so under the existing ownership and fuel supply
contracts, the utility would incur significant cost for uncertain environmental
benefit. Instead, SCL has decided to devote its financial resources toward

‘its continued significant investment in energy conservation programs, its

highly successful efforts to mitigate the impacts of its hydroelectric
operations, and its imminent investment in the long-term reduction of
Centralia sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions.

Please refer to the additional discussion regarding the ‘ongoin'g study of
health effects from Centralia emissions in Section 8.4.2.1.

Please refer to the DEIS, Section 6.3 Environmental Dispatch as Possible
Mitigation, for a discussion of the use of environmental adders in dispatch
decisions. As discussed there, SCL’s reluctance to pursue a policy of
environmental dispatch is based in part on the likelihood that to do so
unilaterally would result in relatively little and uncertain environmental
benefit.

Please refer to the DEIS, Section 2.8.2 Electric and Magnetic Fields; for a
discussion of EMF and potential health effects. The comment is not specific
enough to respond further.

Model data is relied on to estimate future electricity generation output of the
different resource types under each of the alternative resource portfolios and
recommendations. The generation estimates are then used to calculate
quantifiable environmental parameters such as air emissions. However, the
relative ranking of alternative resource portfolios and recommendations is

Seattle City Light
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based only in part on model results. Qualitative comparisons of
nonguantified impacts have been considered as well.

Please refer to the DEIS, Sections 5.2 Assumptions for Alternative Resource
Portfolios, 6.1.3 Analytical Assumptions, and 8.3 Framework for Analysis
of Environmental Impacts of Alternative SRA Recommendations for
discussions of the major assumptions used in modeling the alternative
resource portfolios and alternative recommendations. Assumptions and
calculations of the various quantified impacts are documented in Appendix
C. It is not clear what specific additional suppert or documentatlon the
commenter wishes 1o be included.
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LETTER 4

MAY-a3-96 FRI 12:35 PM NANCY ,236 341 3406 RPN -} SN

) NORTHWEST ENWRONMENTAL ADVOCA:rES

I

.-Glenn Atwoed - . . . _  April 30,1596

. gﬂ;::mﬂﬂ. Seattle City Light -

. 133 SV Zad Ave, 4302 ' Environment and Safecy Division:

Pacdand, OR 37204 700 Pifth Ave., Suite 3100,

Vhskingean Offce ‘Seattle, Wa. 98104- 5031 -

PO, Bax 733

Cliros, WA 98236

" (360} 341-3406

Dear Glenn,

.The inllowlng will sexve as Nbrthwesc EnV1ronmental
o _ ‘Advocates comments on.the Strateglc Resources Assessment
Draft Env1ronmencal Impact Statement. Whlle this document
o ' serves mainly as an assesemen: of need fer add;tzonal
resources, you also state that it wzll conszder energy
o : _ . resource op:iona and polzcy issues. In that regard we'
belxeve that much more_atcentlcn needs co pe}pa;d to the
- ‘ ' _ ' iseue'of the Centralia Coal §lan£. bn'page ailszybu state
tha: yeg have ;he;abilii?'to'fecomﬁmend chahges to SCL's
-exiatiﬁg resoﬁrce’baSe However, you then go on to a brief
_tsklmmlng over of the lssues eurroundlng a dec1sxon to stay
m in or sell-tne plant.. We,are.parclcularly disturbed by the
referenee co'“puelic concera?'avef envireaﬁental impaets;of
C) cual;fired genefatioﬁ'ae‘tﬁoﬁéﬁ there was ne,real prohlem
but szmply a perceptlon of one. ~Tﬁis is‘diainéendous ac“
- best and does not adequately offer a real descrlptzon of
the plant’s current 81cuatlon £or anyone ina p051tlon to

o ' make an informed declslon on tne future of the plant You -

must include a section on,the,cﬁrren; RACT order and post

302 Haselrme Bldg 1335.W. ‘nd Ave Portland OR 97704 3526 (5 03) 295-0490 FAX 295- 6634
Pmmﬂannm%PmemumrhnddNMuwhmnamxmuhmn ) .
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RACT nagotxatzons as well as the need for a RACT cn.

'nzcrogen OXLdes and volatile crgan;c compoun&s by 1998 ‘I
addltaon, there is a very real passzbzllty that a BARI
_standard will be lmposed At &. conference in Seattle twu
weeks ago ;nvolv;ng federal land managers (Forest Servmce
and. National Park Serv1ce) as well as E?A perscnnel from
Washingtcn p.c., the message delzvered to SWAPCA and the |

ﬁept of Ecolcgy was that Ehey leﬁt @ut»a.BART strategy in

®

chexr prcposed Vlslblllty rev;ew and that needed Lo be
correcuad To faizly. deacr&be the fznancial lmplicaﬁxans
'af stayxng invelved. as-a mznorlty owner y@u st iay out
,;the coscs aasocmateq with all tne RACT-requirements as well
‘as prcjected cost far 90% sulyhur dicxlde remnval e
Centralla is progeeted tc run ancther 20 years, yﬁu should
-also sketch out: a posszb}ekca;bqn or btu tax keeping’ in
_mind “that caatralié‘is'respcdéiﬁis_fsr 10 éillioni§¢ns of
_ greenhouse gases per year. ' fﬁ“ﬁis &estim@ny éefare'the
Energy Fac;,l:.ty S:Lce Evaluaticn C’mmcxl last year, Jeff -
King of the Nerthwest Powez Plannlng Ccunc;l said .that he .
believes there wlll be carbon ﬁaxes lev;ed on p;ants
cu:rently belng‘propcsed gcf @onstructlon, within the next
ten -years. Certaxﬂly they w;ll be 1ev1ed on the largest

emitter, Centralxa- Taking the,lawest estlmate of the

NWPPC ar $10 per tan you can see that lt 15 not an
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" You oeed.co'fulfy'flesh cut”severcl sceriarios for
.consideratxcn Lexit’ strategy. financlal 1mp11cacmons of
RACT for nlcrogen cxzdes, sulphur dlcxzdes and volatlle

.-orgam.c compounds, and :.mplz.catlons and cost: assumpt:.ons
for.a BART' determinatlon. There may even be l;ab:lzty for

..health impacts that this plant causes and 1: may be pruden:
to exam;ne thac possiblllty wlth one of your attorneys
You dzscuss env1ronmental dzapatch and conclude that it can l
not be cons;dered because no cne else is doxng it and zt
puts you at a- competive dlsadvantage.' Seattle City nght

P @D is on record on paper, as valuzng env1ronmental zmpacts of
.resourcea. Thzs needs to be translated into action. You

could take a lead role in’ plac;ng thls issue in fromt of

the uc;lzty agenda and advocating other u;zlzt;es

prioritize it as wéll.

Sincerely
_ -%[wmQ) %&%W
- ‘ Nancy Holbxook ' v

Wa. State Director .
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To' Glan Fhuweed D, 1

o ,' s Y, j - R
Frome W, [ bsgl. = NV, ZW

]

£

Glenn Atwood

Seactle City Light

Environment and Safety Division
700 Pifth Ave. Suite 3100
Seattle, Wa. 98104-5031

Dear Glenn,

I lost my file on my computer on our comments, so I am
including this as an addendum. NWEA wants Lo encourage §CL
to use the same externalities which you have chosen to
apply to new rescurce considerations and apply them to
power purchases you may consider in the future, It is

@D‘ " possible to understand what percentage of "cheap” markat

power is from fossil fuels and evaluate those SQuUICes as

you would new resources. It goes without saying that this
methodology should be applied to the Centralia Coal Plant.
1f this plant was to be offered to you today in its present
state you would not even consider it because of Lhe
environmental concerns, yet you choose not to reconsider or
- reevaluate this resource with any degree of serious
analysis in this SRP. As we mentioned in our previcus
remarks, veu must include a scenarie im the f£inal EIS which
discusses the options of an exit strategy, a 50%, 70% and

90% Sulphur dioxide removal cost analysis as well as

projected costs for the RACT on aitrogen oxides.

¥With regards to your analysis of renewable rescurces, ve

, are pleased to see a recommendation on acquisition of 50 MW
of wind capacity. A competitive bid RFP process to acquire
- these megawatts should be considered as a logical next
step. We believe this RFP should be open to wind, sciar
and geothermal technologies. We believe you have taken the
wozst case scenarios for geothermal., Flash systems are the
least likely to be developed in the Northwest, binary
systems such as is being developed at Newberry in Oregom,

: should be considered more probable. Geothermal energy has
. the potential to deliver reliable, envirommentally sound
power for the region and deserves a more realistic
evaluation as to the true impacts likely in the Northwest.
In additiocn, it has the potential to deliver baseload
energy another important factor that should be included in
your analysis. ' : ,

In gonclusion, we look forward cd working with you to help
achievg our mutual,goals of a enmviroamentally sound and
diverge gesource portfolic for the ratepayers of Seattle
City Light. '

-"\ = . - (nm/ I/" - -
’ fw\&F VAT LT N
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Letter 4:

Note:

- Comment A

Comment B

Comment C

Comment D

Comment E

Northwest Environmental Advocates

Nancy Holbrook faxed the original letter to Seattle City Light on May. 3,
but page 3 was not transmitted. When notified of this, Ms. Holbrook was
unable to provide page 3 but did fax a second letter, referred to here as an
Addendum, on May 10. The two letters are addressed together.

Additional information has been added to Section 8;4.2.1, Centralia,
regarding the regulatory status of Centralia and .the potential adverse
environmental impacts of its ongoing operation.

The proposed target solution for reductions of Centralia sulfur dioxide
emissions, resulting from collaborative decisionmaking negotiations between
plant owners, air quality regulatory agencies and federal land management
agencies, calls for an annual limit of 10,000 tons per year by 2003. This
level of emission reductions exceeds any expected result from a RACT
review and is judged by the regulatory agencies to be at least as protective
in terms of timing and level of emissions as would be achieved through a
Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) process. The present value of
Seattle City Light’s share of the target solution’s sulfur dioxide reductions is
$18.3 million net present value (NPV). :

Regarding RACT for nitrogen oxides, plans for Centralia air quality
compliance has for some time assumed the installation of low-NOx burners, -
which is expected to comply with anticipated RACT requirements. SCL’s
share of the costs for nitrogen oxide emission reductions is $1.05 million
NPV. '

It is not expected that additional controls will be required as a result of
RACT review for volatile organic compound (VOC) -emissions, should it be
performed. '

A carbon tax would affect the costs of generating electricity at the Centralia
plant and, depending on the magnitude of the tax, could make the plant
uneconomic to operate under most circumstances. However, a carbon tax
would be expected to affect the operation of Centralia in a similar manner
across all of the alternative portfolios and alternative recommendations
evaluated in the EIS. :

Please refer to the response to Gregory Bowers comment C.
Please see the discussion on page 7 of the Final SRA for a discussion of the

treatment of the externalities of energy market purchases in SCL’s energy
resource analysis.

Seattle City Light
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Cominent F '~ Comment 'acknowledged.

Comment G The 1991 Northwest Power Plan listed over five times the megawatt (MW)
potential for high temperature geothermal resources compared to the
potential for medium temperature sites. Given that flash technology (or a
hybrid technology involving flash methods) is generally more economical to
apply to high temperature resources than binary, we have elected dual flash
as the most likely candidate technology to be available or offered to SCL for
potential acquisition. '

Additionally, it is our understanding that flash technology rather than binary
technology was to be used at the Newberry Crater project (see Newberry
Geothermal Pilot Project Final Environmental Impact Statement, United
States Forest Service, p. 2-4). The project has been canceled because
insufficient geothermal energy was found during exploratory drilling. -

Finally, the base-loaded nature of geothermal is accounted for in the
analysis performed in the Strategic Resources Assessment. In general, a
resource which produces primarily base-load energy is not as valuable to
SCL’s hydro-dominated system as a dispatchable resource which can be
operated to supplement available hydroelectricity and to produce electricity
at times when it is more valuable. 4

FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment 11-16 Seattie City Light
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E:'.‘l\’m"‘_M!\,‘EMT AND
SAFE 1 wiv. 30N

. , THE MOUNTAINEERS
May 9, 19%6 _ . RECEIVED
Gary Zarker, Superintendent , Foonied in 1410
- Attm: Glenn Atwocd, Project Manager MAY 0 9 19% to Exphoe. St
Seatﬂe Cn-y nght R I‘I'\:\u':\;.;uh."l:uim.-
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3100 , SUPERINTINIZATS OFFICE oo

Seattle, WA 98104-5031

RE:  Commentis on Draft Strategic Resources Assessment and Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Zarker:

The Mountaineers is pleased: to offer the following comments regarding Seattle City
Light's Draft Strategic Resources Assessment (SRA) and accompanying draft .
environmental impact statement (DEIS). We furthermore commend Seattle City Light
on its decision to extend the public comment deadline on these documents until May
10th. The Mountaineers would not otherwise have been able to provide comment on
an issue of much importance to our members.

The Mountaineers is the oldest and largest conservation and outdoor recreation
organization in the state of Washington, with over 15,000 members. Many of our
members rely on the natural resources in and around Mount Rainier National Park for-
hiking, backpacking, nature enjoyment, climbing, snowshoeing, and back-country
skiing -- to name but a handful of activities. As residents of the Pacific Northwest, we
are also concerned about air pollution in the region and its effects on human heaith. 1t
is in this context that we wish to comment on the portions of SRA and accompanymg
DEIS that pertain to the coal-fired Centralia Power Plant.

- We strongly encourage Seattle City Light to carefully reconsider its use of the
Centralia generating facility for Seattle’s energy needs. Specifically, the utility should
fuily consider the major adverse effects of Centralia Plant operations on our health,’
environment, and quality of life; and factor in the costs to amehorate these problems

when evaluatmg this energy source.

The Centralia Power Plant is the largest emitter of SOz, or sulfur dioxide, in the
western United States, and the source of 50 percent of the sulfur dioxide in Western
Washington. An estimated 84,000 tons of SOz will be released by the Centralia Plant
this year 1996. That number is expected to grow to-approximately 94,000 tons per
year by the turn of the century.

The Mountaineers would like to address (and encourage City Light to address) the
broader implications of human health as they relate to the utility’s use of this energy
source. We appreciate the fact that Seattle City Light, concerned with possible adversc
health and environmental effects of the Project, did not object to a proposition which
would have allowed more time for public invoivement before the Centralia RACT Order
was issued. Given the strength of the available evidence showing the harmful effects of

(2061 28403110
300 THIRD AVF. WEST
SEATTLE, WA vdl19
FAX 1206) 38-&-497]

cc: SKinnar land
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Seattle City Light
May 9, 1926
Page 2

particulate pollution, and the EPA's endorsement of the health value of particulate
reductxon, we feel the Centralia Plant very likely does impact human health.

As currently configured, operation of the Centraha Power Plant results in
production of large amounts of particulate air pollution. This form of pollution is often
associated with significant morbidity and mortality rates as reported in studies by
qualified epidemiologists, including C. Arden Pope, Douglas W. Dockery, and Joe!
Schwartz. The most recent epidemiological studies have been corrected for various risk
factors, and continue to find that particulate air pollution has a significant impact on
not only the health, but also the life expectancy of human beings. . Adverse effects
cceur well below parhculate concentration limits currently allowed by EPA. Further,
the EPA is now among those organizations that have substantiated these adverse effects
with its own study. (EPA, Human Health Benefits From Sulfate Reductions Under Title
| 1V OF The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, November 1995. The EPA is currently
| reviewing its current particulate health standards in preparation for revision.)

A June 1995 American Lung Association document, Dollars and Cents, provides an
estimate of annual heaith benefits if selected counties throughout-the nation would
meet the more stringent California particulate matter standards. In one year, 19 lives
and over $90,000 in health benefits could be saved in King County, just by reducing
particulate pollution. Similar conclusions have been reached in Canada. (BC
Environment, Health Effects of Inhalable Farticles: Implications for British Co!umbm,

June 1995.)

Several modeling studies (independent reviews) have already been done on the
potential health effects of a generic western Washington coal fired power plant such as
Centralia. Eco Northwest provided a "generic coal study”, dated 31 January 1987.
Pacific Northwest Laboratory of Richland WA provided an Afr Quality Analysis And
Related Risk Assessment dated April 1992. Both studies reported significant mortality
and morbidity due to plant'operation and concluded  large dollar valuation for health
impacts.

We note that City Light has been arranging for an independent review of the health
effects of the Centralia plant since at least November 1995. We feel the time and
expense taken for yet another study would be of questionable value. If another review
must be performed, please notify us as soon as possible of when this review will be
complete.

The Mountaineers likewise remains very concerned over the effect of Plant
emissions on the health of the ecosystem in and around Mount Rainier National Park.
The National Park Service estimates that the Centralia Plant contributes 20 percent of
sulfur gas that forms light-blocking sulfate particulate over the Park. (National Park
Service, Pacific Northwest Regional Visibility Experiment Using Natural Tracers,
February 1994). The particulate countributes to lake acidification and other acid rain-
refated problems in the Park. Such impacts are clearly in conflict with sections of the
1990 Clean Air Act Amendment (ACT) governing Class One Areas of the Park and

12061, 28403 10
300 THIRD ALVE. WEYT
SEATLE: WA BRLTY
FAX 200 _”.‘{-L--W.".;
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adjacent wilderness. They also indicate a clear violation of the National Park Service
Organic Act which mandates that the resources within the Park be managed in an
“unimpaired” condition.

Plant emissions also affect recreation opportunities and aesthetic enjoyment across
the region and around Mount Rainier National Park. [n addition to causing a
substantial decline in the number of days per year that City Light customers and others
can view Mount Rainier from the Seattle area, light-blocking particulates cause
significant and adverse impacts on aesthetics (and thus recreation experiences) within
the Park. -

In light of the above, we remain concerned over the utility’s statement of the Draft
EIS that “the plant is in compliance with existing environmental regulations and
currently provides reliable power at moderate costs.” (DEIS at 8-18) This is simply not
the case when one factors in all the human health, environmental, recreational, and
aesthetic implications of the utility’s reliance on power generated at the Centralia
facility.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on this issue and please feel free
to contact Mountaineers with questions regarding the contents of this letter.

Sincerely,
THE MOUNTAINEERS
Wiorcla [ramson
, <S> Marcia Hanson
v g b .
) o7 . President
TooiAat
——TEERLL
AN
. -_',/,’? _'._.*:
- -
. ,; . :':._ o~
T 5 €
.X. ARV, \)
~
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Letter 5: The Mountaineers

Comment A Please refer to the additional discussion regarding Centralia in Section
8.4.2.1.

. Comment B Please refer to the response to Comment A from Phil Pearl, National Parks
and Conservation Association.

Comment C  Please refer to the additional discussion regarding Centralia in Section
8.4.2.1.

Comment D As stated in the additional discussion in Section §.4.2.1, PacifiCorp is
currently managing a study of the health impacts of air emissions from
Centralia. The study is expected to be completed and made available to the
public in July, 1997,

Comment E  Please refer to the additional discussion in Section 8.4.2.1.

Comment F Please refer to the additional discussion in Section 8.4.2.1.

FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment 11-20 : Seattle City Light
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LETTER 6

,\;\\\'///,,, o

Henewable Northwest Project

. - . ~ May§, 1996
' Gary Zarker, Superintendent g
- Sbcgtﬂeﬁci‘fq Light‘s 3100 o RE'CE“’ ED
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite : ’ _ g
Secattle, WA 981045031 . MAY 14 19
Dear My, Zacker, SLARIEADEATS FFCE

" The Renewable Northwest Project (RNP) appreciates this opportunity to comment on
. Seartle City Light’s Draft Strategic Resource Assessment (SRA) and the accompanying
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). We thank you for extending the comment
. period and giving us more time to review your efforts. T C

RINP has actively participated in the development of the SRA and its EIS; meetirg with

- . staff and commenting on the Draft Strategic Resources Plan-and the New Technologies

Assessment.. We aiso made a presentation on renewables and the emerging new market
to the 1995 SRP Citizen Adviso;'y Technical Review Committee. '

' Tﬁe Draft SRA presents balanced and rcasouéd apprbach.io feéourhe écnjuisin’on in.

@ this era of a new, emerging open market. We applaud Seattle City Light (SCL) for its

A continuing leadership parucularly in environmental accountability, least cost planning
|-and valuing a portfolio of resources.. ' ,

RNP stmngly supports the SRA's recommendation to consider 'ﬁéquiring 50 MW of |
{wind capacity to promote new technology, minimize environmental impacts, add

LRl (B diversity to the utility’s resource base, and meet customer desires for a cieaner energy

supply mix. As the SRA and its EIS demonstrate, there are minifnal costs to this actio
and enormous social, environmental and strategic gains. - _ ' .

' The critical next step for SCL will be {0 set up a process for acquiring the 50 MW of
| renewabie energy. RNP urges SCL to open this acquisition to a competitive bid

@ through a green RFP for renewable technologies in the region (wind, geothermal and

Asolar). This will altow SCL totake advantage of the competitive renewables market,
. | provide the broadest possible set of choices, and get the current data on resource costs
Ifor subsequent assessments and planning. ' .

| RNP also strongly supports the SRAfs_recommendarioixs.to include environmental
|externalities in actual acquisition decisions, and to account for the environmental

@ impacts of purchased surplus capacity. SCL is one of the only analyses to take into

account the resource content of the surplus and its enormous pollution impacts.

- RECENED
MAY 1.5 1995

Envionment & Safely
: Division

(el

Seattle City Light
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RNP was pleased to see the SRA recommending that SCL advocate for mechanisms 1o ensure.
.| that conservation and renewables are part of the energy mix in 2 deregulated electricity industry.
@ RNP hopes that SCL will continue (o be a srong advocate for public policies that overcome

market barriers, treat all competitors equally, value the environment and strive for long-term

* lowest cost. ' . _
In 2 review of public opinion surveys, SCL concluded that focal rétepayers wuid‘pay‘ exira for
.| anenvironmentaily clearier resource mix. Your conclusions are supported by RNP'sown
‘ review of national and regional surveys done over the last two years. RNP found support for -
. the environment and the acquisition of renewables and conservation to be strong, consistent and

. diverse across the region. A copy of our review is attached.”
One area of analysis that could be improved is. your treatment of the Centralia coal plant.
| Centralia is one of the dirtiest plant in the West and has been effectively grandfathered out of

. meeting current Clean Air Act requirements. Emissions from Centralia are harming Mt. Rainier
@ National Park and causing the acidification.of lakes in the Cascades. SCL, at-a minimum,

should be actively working to ensure full emissions scrubbing and bringing environmerital

controls at Centralia up to new plant standards. A program 1o close the plant and repiace its
output with conservation, renewables and cleaner sources would help curtail a growing
eavironmental problem. R R L

Overall, SCL has produced a solid, forward-thinking set of analyses and recommendations.

SCL has done 2 great job of taking a leadership position in the region and listening to the :
.concerns and desizes of its customers. It has been our pleasure to work with staff in developing -

this Draft SRA and we offer whatever help and assistance we can in wening your T

‘recommendations into concrete. action plans.
 Sincerely,

o i

g

1. Rachel Shimshak
_ Project Director -

‘ Peter West R
Senior Policy Associate :

Atachment

FE)S,’ Strategic Resources Assessment 11-22 ) S‘éétﬂé City Light



Letter 6:

Note:

Comment A
Comment B
Comment C
Comment D
Comment E
Comment F

Comment G

Renewable Northwest Projeét

A éopy of "A Summary of National and Regional Surveys Affirming
Consistent Public Support for Conservation and Renewable Energy,"
compiled by the Renewable Northwest Project and dated March 14, 1996,
was attached to this comment letter and is available for review at Seattle
City Light, Environment & Safety Division.

Comment ackxiowledged. Thank you for the compliment.

Comment acknowledged.

Comment acknowledged.

Comment acknowledged.

Comment acknowledged.

Comment noted.

Please refer to the additional discussion regarding Centralia in Section
8.4.2.1.

Seattle City Light
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DISTRIBUTION LIST
Copies of FEIS sent to:

FEDERAL AGENCIES:

National Park Service

Bonneville Power Administration (2)

Environmental Protection Agency

National Marine Fisheries Service

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Commerce

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

STATE OF WASHINGTON:
Washington Department of Ecology (2)

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Washington Department Natural Resources, SEPA Center
Washington Department of Social & Health Services
Washington Department of Community Development
Washington Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Washington State Department of Transportation

Washington Governor’s Office

- Washington Department of Health

Washington Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation

LOCAL:

Seattle City Council

City of Seattle, Department of Construcnon & Land Use, SEPA Information Office
City of Seattle, Department of Nelghborhoods

City of Seattle, Law Department

City of Seattle, Office of Management and Planning
City of Seattle, Public Utilities

King County SEPA Chief

King County Planning Division

King County Assessment

King County Department of Natural Resources
Seattle/King County Department of Health '
SW Air Pollution Control Authority

Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency
Olympic Air Pollution Control Authority

Seattle City Light _ A-1 . FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessment



Pierce County Planning Department
Thurston Regional Planning Council

TRIBES:

Chehalis Indian Tribe
Nisqually Indian Tribe
Puyallup Indian Tribe
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe -
Suquamish Tribal Community
United Indians of All Tribes

OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES:

Phil Pearl, National Parks and Conservation Association

Nancy Holbrook, Northwest Environmental Advociates

Marcia Hanson, The Mountaineers :

J. Rachel Shimshak and Peter West, Renewables Northwest Project
Northwest Conservation Act Coalition

LIBRARIES:
Seattle Library, Governmental Publications

INDIVIDUALS:
Greg Bowers

Seattle City Light : ] A-2 FEIS, Strategic Resources Assessrnent



Notice of Auvailability sent to the following:

LOCAL:

Grays Harbor County Planning Department
Thurston County Planning Department
Rainier Vista Sewer District

King County Water District #20

UTILITIES

Tacoma City Light

Portland General Electric Company
Pend Orielle County PUD
Snohomish County PUD

Chelan County PUD

Benton County PUD

Franklin County PUD

Mason County PUD #3

Grant County PUD _
Puget Sound Power & Light Company
Western Montana Electric G&T
Umatilla Electric Cooperative
Eugene Water & Electric Board
Clark Public Utilities

Idaho Power Company

BC Hydro -

Pierce County Utilities

Tacoma Public Utilities, Water Division
Grays Harbor PUD

Washington Natural Gas

- Cascade Natural Gas

OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES:

Northwest Power Planning Council

Washington Public Utility Districts Association
Washington Public Power Supply System
Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
Washington Parks and Recreation Commission
Puget Sound Regional Council of Governments
Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee
‘Pacific Northwest Generating Cooperative
American Public Power Association

Public Power Council

Seattle City Light ' A-3
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I'm A Pal Foundation

EPRI

League of Women Voters

Pacific Coast Coal

Cold Spring Conservancy

Allied Arts of Seattle

Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation -
Tenaska, Inc.

CH2M Hill

Resource Management International

Benteck Energy Research

Calpine Corp

R.W. Beck & Associates

PMC Hydro, Inc.

Washington Utilities and Transportaum Commission
Daily Journal of Commerce

Seattle Times

Seattle Post Intelligencer

Boulevard Park Community Council

Puget Ridge Community Council

South Park Area Redevelopment Council
Greater Duwamish District Council
Frederickson & Clover Creek Community Council
Elliott Bay/Duwamish Restoration Panel
Simpson Timber Company

Eco & Environment, Inc.

Port of Tacoma

Dames & Moore -
Thurston County Economic Development Council
White Center Chamber of Commerce

White Center Citizens Advisory Commiittee
Highland Park Community Council

Clover Creek Community Council

* University of Washington, Institute for Exmromnentai Studies
Washington Environmental Council
Washington Public Interest Research Group
Friends of the Duwamish

Olympic Pipeline Company

Caruso & Fredricks

Evergreen Legal Service

NC Machinery

Neighborhood Business Council

Delta Marine Industry, Inc.

The Boeing Company

Harmony Gardens Care Center

Seattle City Light A-4
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" Rhone-Poulenc Inc.

Royer-Katz Communications

. Jones & Stokes Associates

Northwest Pipeline Corporation

U.S. Generating Company

Herrera Environmental

S. Park Area Redevelopment Committee

~ Seattle Southwest District Department of Neighborhoods

Seattle Department of Neighborhoods White Center Office
Seattle Steam -
Duwamish Valley Neighborhood Preservation

Parametrix, Inc. : '
Washington Rural Electric Cooperative Association
Associated Press (AP)

United Press International (UPY)

LIBRARIES :

Boulevard Park Library

Timberline Public Library

Elma Public library

Parkland-Spanaway Public Library

Pierce County Library

INDIVIDUALS: :
John Willenbacher ~ William Beyers
Lucy Vonheesen An L. Fisher
C. Adams Jim Sutherland
Richard Knights Ray Nelson
George Tupper Jane Noland
Greg Hill Nancy Glaser
Ken Sugden Steve Eldridge
Barbara Beck Charlie Black
Mike Green Jim Maloney
James L. Sanders - James Harlan

John H. Willmorth Doug Robinson

Mike McMahon Randell E. Gregg
David Morris Hank Patton
William Appel - Stephen Giles
Richard Harris Marty Liebowitz
William McIver Gerry Pollet

Dr. Barbara Yates Beryl Fernandes
Charles D. Gill David Baylon

Dianne Turk Jerry Schneider

Craig McMurdo
Richard Harris
Charles Gill

Brian Furnmasu
Linda Stores

Bruce Flory

Dick Arkills
Williams Drummond
Ken Mey

Edwin E Blakemore
George Whitener
Dave Osborn

Bill Hayden

Steven Goldbatt -
Robert Marritz
Arthur Siegal

Calvin E. Shirley
David J. Morris
Judith G. Fay
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Ronald E. Davis

Seattle City Light

Molly Breysse Richard C. Lang
Sallie Schullinger Steve Musgrave Victor B. Flatt -
Laura Roberts Pat Avery Helen M. Scott
Arild Lindland Walter Lively A.J. Ryncarz, DVM
Curt Patterson Robert L. Shuey James W. Klippert
James R. Dysart Erinda M. Johnston Tom Forbes
Don Fulton Allen Davis . Wilma Fountroy
Jennifer Steinar Greg Nickels - Jack Wood
Anita Francis Harry Wilson Phil Schneider
Aaron Passow Diana Proffit Mike O'Neil
‘Dorothy Schubert Geraldine Kelly David Steeb
Tim O'Brian Mike and Chuck Foss Virginia Moimoi
John and Robin Guevarra Mary O'Sullivan B. Wilcox
W J Spriddell Les H. Walker Jean Ellsworth
Rod Bailey Joanne Polayes-Wien Warren Searles

" Ronald Janes Gary Muramoto Robert Harper

~ Irene Orchard Luis Flores Margaret Jeffers
Janet & Esther Yates Alice Pilz Otto & Audrey Schoetzow
Joseph & Maryann Huard Bob Eldrige M. Lovell Harvey Bowen
Marianne Bichsel Lisa Blanton Martin Dicker '
Wesley Hoppler Ross Kling Louise McCracken
Joyce Nichols Barbara Philips ~ Mark Reisinger
BettyJane Narver Fay Weaver Dennis Wu
Jim Sutheriand Andy Swayne John Dermody
Brian Geppert Norman G. Ward Barbara H. Sands
Paul H.Stern , Steven Swedenburg Jean Wilson
Reverend Leroy W. Hedman = Johm Layzer Barbara Selberg
Neel Malik Gloria Overgaard John Sheets
Lou Pieczatkowska Donald Doty Toni Potter
Samuel Enfeld Steven Caplow Heinz Grossrioder
Jane Johnson. Lioyd David

AB
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APPENDIX B

RESOURCE CAPACITY AND GENERATION REFERENCE TABLES
FOR ALTERNATIVE RESOUREEPORTFOHOS-AND-SRA
""" ‘ RECOMMENDATIONS '
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APPENDIX C

CALCULATIONS FOR QUANTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
FOR ALTERNATIVE RESOURCEPORTFOHIOSAND-SRA
: RECOMMENDATIONS
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APPENDIX C

CALCULATIONS FOR QUANTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS FOR ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE-PORTFOLIOS-AND-
SRA RECOMMENDATIONS

The tables on the followmg pages summarize the calculanon of quanuﬁed unpacts for the

Section Impacts
C-1 Air Emissions
C-2 . - Non-Air & Fuel (Water, Employment SoﬂiLand Use)

C-3 ' Fuel Use

feﬁewag—eede%—%@@@-—%@-l—@——&né—l—Q%—The pages are numbered by sectxon usmg the

pattern C-x-y, where X is the section and y is the page number for that section.

‘For each year-in-a-particular-section, the first page summarizes the impact factors by

resource type, in either units/MWh of energy (for operational impacts) and units/MW of
capacity (for construction impacts). The next one or two pages summarize the energy and
capacity provided by each resource type for the alternative pertfelie-o£-SRA
recommendations—as—appreprate: Sections C-1 and C-3 include only the energy summary.
Because all air emissions and fuel impacts are operational rather than construction-related,
resource capacities are not relevant for calculating these impacts. The remaining pages
summarize the individual quantified impacts, both by resource and in total

The quantified impacts are calculated by multiplying the impact factors for each resource by
the amount of energy or capacity provided by that resource. The quantified impacts are then
summed for all resource types in a particular year to determine the total.

Reductions in quantified impacts are assumed to occur in two cases: first, when SCL sells
surplus power and thereby displaces or reduces generation from others’ resources, and
second, when we reduce the amount of power purchased from the Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA) below the approximate level of our 1994 entitlement of 220 aMW.

G:\WP\3161110740C # 5-5-97 : C-1
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